2974

By Mr. SEARS: A bill (H. R. 11519) for the relief of
Joseph Noel Roberts; to the Committee on World War Vet-
erans' Legislation.

By Mr. TARVER: A bill (H. R. 11520) for the relief of
Lon D, Worsham Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. THOMASON: A bill (H. R. 11521) granting a
pension to Mary Eva Frazier; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. KING: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 504) to author-
jze the issuance to Sekigo Takahashi of a permit to reenter
the United States; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

10308. By Mr. BIERMANN: Petition of Irving J. Sweetser,
H. J, Huber, and others, asking for remedial legislation in
regard to star routes; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

10309. By Mr, BLOOM: Petition of the members of the
Hudson Branch of the American League Against War and
Fascism, opposing the passage of the Tydings-McCormack
bill (H. R. 5845) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

10310. By Mr. DRISCOLL: Petition of patrons of star route
no. 10211, between Clarendon and Vandergrift Corners, Pa.,
urging enactment of legislation at this session of Congress to
extend all star-route contracts and increase compensation
on them; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

10311. Also, petition of patrons of star route no. 10651,
between Corydon and Warren, Pa., urging enactment of
legislation at this session of Congress to extend all star-route
contracts and increase compensation on them; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

10312. Also, petition of patrons of star route no. 10175,
between Warren and Oil City, Pa., urging enactment of
legislation at this session of Congress to extend all star-route
contracts and increase compensation on them; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

10313. By Mr. FOCHT: Resolution of the Lehigh Valley
Railroad Veterans’ Association, supporting immediate pas-
sage of Senate bill 1632 and House bill 3263; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

10314. By Mr. GRAY of Indiana: Petition of citizens
residing in towns served by star route no. 33199, a part of
the Tenth Indiana Congressional District, favoring legisla-
tion to indefinitely extend all existing star-route contracts,
and increase the compensation thereon, to an equal basis
with that paid for other forms of mail transportation; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

10315. Also, petition of citizens residing in towns served
by star route no. 33197, a part of the Tenth Indiana Con-
gressional District, favoring legislation to indefinitely extend
all existing star-route contracts, and increase the compen-
sation thereon, to an equal basis with that paid for other
forms of mail transportation; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

10316. Also, petition of citizens residing in fowns served
by star route no. 33175, a part of the Tenth Indiana Con-
gressional District, for legislation to indefinitely extend all
existing star-route contracts, and increase the compensation
thereon, to an equal basis with that paid for other forms
of mail transportation; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

10317. By Mr. HENNINGS: Petition of the Greater St.
Louis Colonial Patriotic Club, protesting against relief and
aid being given by the United States Government to unnat-
uralized citizens, and against the fact that over 5,000,000
aliens are jobholders in the United States; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

10318. By Mr. LUDLOW: : Petition of citizens of the State
of Indiana, favoring the enactment of legislation to provide
for the issuance of permanent contracts to all contractors
and subcontractors on star routes and to increase the com-
pensation thereon; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.
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10319. By Mr. SMITH of Washington: Petition signed by
citizens and patrons of star mail route 71265, Montesano,
Wash., urging the enactment of legislation that will indefi-
nitely extend all existing star-route contracts and increase
the compensation thereon to an equal basis with that paid
for other forms of mail transportation; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

10320. By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Petition of citizens
of Dolores County, Colo., requesting passage of legisla-
tion indefinitely extending all existing contracts for star
ﬁf’ﬁ;’: ete.; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post

ads.

10321. Also, petition of citizens of La Plata County, Colo.,
requesting passage of legislation indefinitely extending all
existing contracts for star mail routes, etc.; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads. {

10322. Also, petition of citizens of Archuleta County, Colo.,
requesting passage of legislation indefinitely extending all
existing contracts for star mail routes, ete.; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1936

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D,, offered
the following prayer:

Lord God of Hosts, we are borne hither on the bosom of
Thine innumerable mercies. Thou art not only a God of
wisdom and might, but our Heavenly Father whom we know
in the sanctuary of our souls. Bow down Thine ear, O
Jehovah, and answer our prayer, for we are poor and needy.
Teach us Thy way and unite our hearts to fear Thy name.
We praise Thee that in joy and in sorrow, through light and
darkness, we are sustained according to Thy promise that all
things work together for good to them that love Thee. Unite
our people everywhere and let the heart be as strong as the
head. Do Thou let genuine patriotism and cooperation pre-
vail, augmented by a forceful devotion to the public service.
Heavenly Father, we earnestly pray Thee that Thy glorious
word may be held in our hearts: “The memory of the just is
blessed”, and unto the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit be eternal
praises. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting the speech
delivered by the President of the United States on religious
freedom and tolerance on Brotherhood Day.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I include the address of President.
Roosevelt Sunday, February 23, 1936, on religious freedom, in
connection with the celebration of Brotherhood Day, as
follows:

I am happy to speak to you from my own home on the evening
of a Sabbath day which has been observed in so many of your home
communities as Brotherhood Day. The National Conference of Jews
and Christians has set aside a day.on which we can meet, not pri-
marily as Protestants or Catholics or Jews but as believing Ameri-
cans; a day on which we can dedicate ourselves not to the things
which divide but to the things which unite us. I hope that we
have begun to see how many and how important are the things on
which we are united. Now, of all times, we require that kind of
thinking.

There are honest differences of religious belief among the citizens
of your town as there are among the citizens of mine. It ls a part
of the spirit of Brotherhood Day, as it 1s a part of our American
heritage, to respect those differences. And it is well for us to
remember that this America of ours is the product of no single race
or creed or class. Men and women—your fathers and mine—came
here from the far corners of the earth with beliefs that widely
varied. And yet each in his own way laid his own special gift upon
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our national altar to enrich our national life.

From the gift that
each has given, all have gained.

This is no time to make capital out of religious disagreement,
however honest. It is a time, rather, to'make capital out of reli-
glous understanding. We who have faith cannot afford to fall out
among ourselves. The very state of the world is a summons to us
to stand together. For, as I see it, the chief religious issue is not
between our various beliefs. It is between belief and unbelief. It
is not your specific faith or mine that is being called into question,
but all faith. Religion in wide areas of the earth is being con-
fronted with irreligion; our faiths are being challenged. It is

because of that threat that you and I must reach across the lines

between our creeds, clasp hands, and make common cause.

To do that will do credit to the best of our religious tradition. It
will do credit also to the best in our American tradition. The
spiritual resources of our forebears have brought us a long way
toward the goal which was set before the Nation at its founding
as a Nation.

Yet I do not look upon these United States as a finished product.
We are still in the making. The vision of the early days still re-
quires the same qualities of faith in God and man for its fulfill-
ment,

No greater thing could come to our land today than a revival of
the spirit of religion—a revival that would sweep through the
homes of the Nation and stir the hearts of men and women of all
faiths to a reassertion of their belief in God and their dedication
of His will for themselves and for their world. I doubt if there Js
any problem—social, political, or economic—that would not melt
away before the fire of such a spiritual awakening.

I know of no better way to kindle such a fire than through the
fellowship that an occasion like this makes possible. For Brother-
hood Day, after all, is an experiment in understanding; a venture
in neighborliness.

I like to think of our country as one home in which the interests
of each member are bound up with the happiness of all. We ought
to know by now that the welfare of your family or mine cannot be
bought at the sacrifice of our neighbor’s family; that our well-
being depends, in the long run, upon the well-being of our neigh-
bors. The good-neighbor idea as we are trying to practice it in
international relationships needs to be put into practice in our
community relationships. When it is, we may discover that the
road to understanding and fellowership is also the road to spiritual
awakening. At our neighbor's fireside we may find new fuel for
the fires of faith at our own hearthside.

It would be a fitting thing for an organization such as the Na-
tional Conference of Jews and Christians to undertake this kind of
a project in neighborliness, I should like to see associations of
good nelghbors in every town and city and in every rural com-
munity of our land. Such assoclations of sincere citizens like-
minded as to the underlying principles and ideals would reach
across the lines of creed or of economic status. It would bring to-
gether men and women of all stations to share their problems
and their hopes, and to discover ways of mutual and nelghborly
helpfulness, Here, perhaps, is a way to pool our spiritual re-
sources; to find common ground on which all of us of all faiths
can stand; and thence to move forward as men and women con-
cerned for the things of the spirit.

AMERICA SPEAKS—THE TOWNSEND PLAN

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to in-
clude therein an address delivered by me on the Townsend
plan before Potomac Grange, No. 1, in Washington, February
19, 1936.

Mr. SNELL. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman tell us whose address it is?

Mr. SMITH of Washington. It is my own address, and it
is a very good address, too.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I have no objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, under leave to
extend my remarks in the Recorp I insert an address deliv-
ered by me before Potomac Grange, No, 1, at Washington,
D. C., February 19, 1936.

The address is as follows:

Brother Worthy Master, Brother Chairman Wallace, and my
brothers and sisters of the Grange, I am very happy to have the
privilege of addressing you this evening, and I assure you it is
both an honor and a pleasure for me to appear before Potomac
Grange, No, 1, which, I am advised, is the first Grange organized
in the United States, in 1867. I am, myself, a Granger, as you
know, and belong to Newton Grange in Grays Harbor County in
the State of Washington. I am acquainted with National Master
Louis J. Taber and State Master Ervin E. King, of my State, and
during my service as a Member of Congress during the past 4
years I have been glad to cooperate with both of these leaders in
active support of meritorious farm legislation advocated and
favored by the National Grange.

My friends, I have been requested to discuss with you on this
occasion the Townsend plan, in which I have been deeply inter-
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ested for the past 2 years, for I first became interested in it at a
time when there was not a single Townsend club in my State,
and I have taken a prominent part in the campaign waged in its
behalf in and outside of Congress.

If I were to give my remarks this evening a title, I would entitle
them “America Speaks.” A brief 2 years ago out in the far West,
at Long Beach, Calif.,, Dr. F. E. Townsend, unheralded and un-
known, raised his voice in behalf of his aged fellow citizens and all
his countrymen, young as well as old, and made known to a small
circle of his personal friends and afterward to the community in
which he lived his plan of revolving old-age pensions and his
program for permanent national recovery.

This plan, under the leadership of its author, Dr. Townsend,
and that of his closest personal friend and its cofounder, Robert
E. Clements, has since become the strongest, most dynamic social,
economic, and political reform movement in the history of modern
America. From the sun-kissed shores of the Pacific it has rapidly
spread across the continent and everywhere captured the minds
and hearts of the men and women of America—until tonight, as
we are gathered here in the Nation's Capital, there are tens of
millions of our fellow citizens residing in every town and city,
in every village and hamlet, high in the mountainous regions and
down in the vales and valleys and upon the rolling prairies, by
lakes and rivers and harbors and in far-inland places, whose voices
have become a mighty swelling chorus, the like of which has
never before been heard in America, speaking in earnest, unmis-
takable tones to their public servants in the Halls of Congress
and in the Executive Mansion on Pennsylvania Avenue, demand-
ing social justice and the application to the affairs of their Gov-
ernment of those eternal principles of righteousness which ex-
alteth a nation—demanding, if you please, the prompt, speedy
enactment into law of the Townsend plan.

I have studied this plan for old-age pensions and national re-
covery for the past 2 years. I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on April 4, 1934, the first statement and explanation of the Town=-
send plan which was made in the Congress of the United States
and the first officlal notice which it received in the National Cap-
ital. I have studied it continuously since then, and was one of
a small group of House Members who drafted the first and second
bills embodying the plan, the latter receiving 56 votes in the last
session of Congress, and am again serving on the steering com-
mittee in this session.

The Townsend plan provides for a 2-percent transactions tax on
the gross business turn-over of the United States, which amounted
to thirteen hundred billion dollars in 1929, according to the reports
of the Federal Reserve Banks, and these figures did not include the
transactions passing through the State banks or cash transactions.
However, taking the thirteen hundred billion dollars as a basis, a
2-percent transaction tax thereon will yield a revenue of $26,000,-
000,000 per annum, which is considerably more than the $19,-
200,000,000 required to pay 8,000,000 United States citizens of the
age of 60 or over $2,400 per annum at the rate of $200 per month.
The surplus will be $6,300,000,000 per annum, and I therefore favor
including in any revised Townsend bill hereafter introduced in
Congress a proviso to the effect that this surplus be applied toward
the payment and liquidation of the national debt of the United
States Government.

The citizens who receive the payment of $200 per month must
spend it within 30 days, or during the calendar month it is received,
thus placing the money in immediate circulation.

Money is the lifeblood of the Natlon and it must circulate freely
in the channels of business, trade, industry, and agriculture to
maintain the life of the Nation. The circulation of blood in the
human body is absolutely essential to the life of & human being—
human life depends upon circulation of the blood—and when it
falls to circulate paralysis and ultimately death ensue. Our beloved
America is suffering today from lack of sufficlent money in circula-
tion in the hands of the people, and business, industry, and agri-
culture are paralyzed, and ultimately our Nation will perish if this
condition is not changed. Our people do not have sufficient money
to purchase the foodstuffs, goods, and wares which are produced by
the farms and factorles, and therefore these are unable to give
employment to many millions of our citizens.

The Brookings Institution in Washington, D. C.,, the leading sta-
tistical organization in the country, has recently published two
books—Ameriea's Capacity to Produce and America's Capacity to
Consume, representing 6 years of intensive study and research.
This great organization of experts has reached the conclusion and
established the fact to be that the difference between production
and consumption due to lack of purchasing power of the people
is between sixteen and nineteen billion dollars per annum. The
Townsend plan will place in the hands of 8,000,000 citizens the
sum of $19,000,000,000 and requires them to spend it within the
12-month period, which the Brookings Institution declares will
reemploy the unemployed, restore business, trade, industry, and
agriculture, and permanently end the depression.

That these salutary results would be certain to follow is further
corroborated by the statement issued by the United States Depart-
ment of Labor to the effect that every time $2,400 per year of new
income is placed in circulation a new job is created for an Ameri-
can citizen. Also, of the 8,000,000 aged citizens past the age of 60,
who would have to retire from gainful pursuits, are 2,000,000 who
are employed, according to the 1930 Census, which would release
that many jobs to younger persons,

A transactions tax of 2 percent on every transaction sale or ex-
change of an article in commerce, trade, business, agriculture, in-
dustry, and finance is the most eguitable and just tax that could
possibly be devised, and it would not impose a hardship upon any-
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body. It would amount to $2 on every $100, $20 on every $1,000,
$2,000 on every $100,000, ete., and in the case of nearly all manu-
factured articles would involve directly a tax load of only five times
the single 2 percent, while passing, first, through the hands of the
producer of the raw materials; second, the manufacturer of the
finished product; third, the jobber-broker-commission man; fourth,
the wholesaler; and fifth, the retailer. Of course, the increase in
the price level would undoubtedly be much greater than the 10
percent resulting directly from paying the 2 percent five times,
owing to the stimulation of business, trade, industry, and agri-
culture, which would result; but that would be governed by the
law of supply and demand, the same as is the case at the present
time. Prices would go up as they always have in the past when
times have been good, and wages would go up in proportion.
Hence no damage or injury could be caused to the vendor of any
commodity who would, in the very nature of things, be greatly
benefited on account of the improved market and demand for
everything that is produced on the farms and manufactured in
the factories.

The Townsend plan provides a reasonable retiring annuity of
$2,400 per year, payable in monthly installments of $200, for citizens
60 years old and over, who have labored, ploneered, and contributed
materially to the growth, development, progress, and building of
the great United States of today. When & citizen has been a law-
sbiding, useful citizen all his life, has been a producer and bread-
winner for over 40 years, reared a family, worked and labored and
produced wealth, he is by every rule of justice and reason entitled
to enjoy the fruits and blessings of sclence, discovery, and inven-
tion in his old age. We are no longer satisfied to have a few
thousand men with incomes of millions of dollars, and tens of
millions of honest, God-fearing American citizens without a dollar
to spend.

‘l"e%?ow Grangers, I have endeavored to sketch in brief outline the
most salient and outstanding features of this important legislative
proposal which is engaging the attention and thought of such
large numbers of our fellow citizens and Grangers throughout the
1and, and I hope that you also will approach it with an open mind,
Tree from bias and prejudice, and consider it solely upon its merits.
If all of the American people will only do that, the Townsend plan
will eventually become the law of America, and bring employment,
food, clothing, shelter, peace, happiness, and social security to
every American citizen.

THE FRAZIER-LEMEE BILL

Mr, PFEIFER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no ohjection,

Mr. PFEIFER. Mr, Speaker and Members of the House,
I have signed the petition on the Speaker’s desk in an effort
to bring the Frazier-Lemke bill before this House, where it
can be publicly debated so we may all know its merits and
demerits. This is the true American fashion.

Signing this petition does not pledge me to vote for the bill.

In considering this bill one must not only look at it from
a farmer’s standpoint—although it is called the farm refi-
nancing bill—for it proposes fo alleviate the economic suffer-
ing of the farmer by granting him 100-percent value of his
property as a mortgage at 1'% percent. Nevertheless, let us
not forget that many city home owners are in a similar
financial and economic distressed condition as the farmer,
and all that the Government allows them through the
H. O. L. C. is up to 70 percent valuation of their property
as a mortgage, and this at 5 percent. Is this fair? Is this
“special privileges to none, equal justice to all”?

Many years ago the north section of my district was a
farm center. It was such a wonderful place that the grass
was always green, thus called Greenpoint. These farms have
all disappeared, and in their place homes and factories have
developed and are occupied by individuals who are today my
constituents. No better are found in this great wide world.
They are genial, home-loving, loyal, industrious, faithful, and
patriotic. These attributes, together with the brotherly love
for one another—disregarding faith, creed, or color—have
honored Greenpoint as the “garden spot of the world.”

To the distressed landowners of my district, who are un-
able to pay the interest on their mortgages, the taxes on
their property, and so forth, I ask for justice and fair play.
Justice should be rendered to all the people and not to a
few. I therefore intend, should the bill come before the
House, to attach a rider to amend the H. O. L. C. Act so
as to give the distressed city-land owner the same consid-
eration as the Frazier-Lemke bill gives to the farmer,

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. PARKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arkansas?
There was no objection.

AUGUSTUS H. GARLAND

Mr. PARKS. Mr. Speaker, on Monday, February 24, Mr.
FULLER, my colleague from Arkansas, introduced a resolution
asking the loan of a couch upon which Augustus H. Garland
died, for our centennial exposition in Arkansas.

A colloquy ensued, in which the distinguished gentleman
from New York, the minority leader [Mr. SneLr], said:

I would like to know if that man was a Democrat?

Mr. FuLLER. Yes.
Mr. SneLL. If he is dead, all right.

As the years go by those who lived and served and wrought
history are soon forgotten. Few more distinguished men
ever lived than Augustus Hill Garland, despite the fact that
he never carved a niche, in the mind of the distinguished
minority leader.

Augustus H. Garland lived in the county adjoining the
one where I was born, and lived in the county where I after-
ward lived and served. It is inconceivable to me that any
man who reads history does not know who Augustus H.
Garland was. My father was a law student in his office, and
afterward received a commission as a colonel in the National
Guard signed by Augustus H. Garland. This commission
hangs on the wall of my humble home.

Garland was recognized as one of the great lawyers of our
Nation. He could not be placed among the great corpora-
tion lawyers, who flit here and there and get their decisions
for the great corporations of the earth, but he ranks with
the greatest lawyers who have adorned the bar of the land.

In order that the distinguished gentleman from New
York, who never heard of Garland, and who asked if Gar-
land were dead, may know, I call his attention to a suit that
was filed and argued by this mighty Garland from my home
county. It was known in the record as Ex parte Garland.
He won it in the Supreme Court, which might have been
termed a hostile court, but at least a high and honorable
court, the decision in which lawyers of the South, after the
War between the States, were again permitted to practice
before this Court. It is part of the record of the simple and
wonderful man, notwithstanding the great minority leader
never heard of him and does not know whether or not he
is dead.

He was one of the few men who served in both the Con-
federate Senate and the Senate of the United States, and
because of his marvelous legal ability was selected by Presi-
dent Grover Cleveland, who I trust my distinguished friend
from New York has heard of, as his legal adviser and the
Attorney General of the United States.

True to his instinets and his simple desires he went back
to his country home, Hominy Hill, after his public service
ended, to fight the battles of his country among the simple
people of his community,. While arguing before the Supreme
Court, that had regarded him as a man without guile but
a man of honor, integrity, and great ability, the Creator
reached down and touched him and he fell, as he would
have ordained it himself, at work before the Court he loved
and, on the couch mentioned in the reseclution, died.

Augustus H. Garland was one of the really great men of
our country and ranked along with Andrew Jackson and
Grover Cleveland. He lies in a little cemetery in Little
Rock and if my distinguished friend from New York ever
desires an inspiration of patriotism, wisdom, and love for his
fellow man, I would have him come down to this little ceme-
tery, where my own ancestors lie buried, and read the
history of Augustus H. Garland, whom he never heard of.

Augustus Hill Garland, a Senator from Arkansas; born in Tip-
ton County, Tenn., June 11, 1832; attended St. Mary's College,
and was ted from St. Joseph's College in EKentucky in 1849;
studied law, was admitted to the bar in 1853, and commenced
practice In Washington, Ark., moved to Little Rock in 1856;
Presidential elector on the Constitutional Union ticket of Bell
and Everett in 1860; Union delegate to the State convention that
passed the ordinance of secession in 1861; member of the pro-

visional congress that met in Montgomery, Ala., in May 1861, and
subsequently of the Confederate Congress, and served in both
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houses; clected to the United States Senate for the term beginning
March 4, 1867, but was not permitted to take his seat, as Arkansas
had not been readmitted to representation; argued the test-cath
case as to lawers in the Supreme Court of the United States and
won it; followed the practice of law until the fall of 1874; Gover-
nor of Arkansas 1874-76; elected as a Democrat to the United
States Senate in 1876; reelected in 1883, and served from March
4, 18717, to March 6, 1885, when he resigned, having been appointed
Attorney General in the Cabinet of President Grover Cleveland,
and served from March 9, 1885, to March b5, 1889, resumed the
practice of law in Little Rock, and died in Washington, D. C.
January 26, 1899.

AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the further consideration of
the bill (H. R. 11418) making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and for the Farm Credit Administration
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1937, and for other pur-

poses.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr.
McREeyNoLDs in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The Clerk read as follows:

Biological investigations: For blological investigations, inelud-
ing the relations, habits, geographic distribution, and migration of
animals and plants, and the preparation of maps of the life zones,
and including $15,738 for investigations of the relations of wild-
animal life to forests, under section 5 of the act approved May 22,
1928 (U. 8. C., title 16, sec. 581d), and for investigations, experl-
ments, and demonstrations in the establishment, improvement, and
increase of the reindeer industry and of musk oxen and mountain
sheep in Alaska, including the erection of necessary buildings and
other structures, $128,149,

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RosErTsoN: On page 64, line 19, after
the word “structures”, strike out “$128,149" and Iinsert in lleu
thereof “$191,149."

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr, Chairman, before addressing my-
self to the amendment, I should like to have an understand-
ing with the chairman of the subcommittee about the time we
can devote to this subject. The chairman knows that since
the commencement of the Seventy-third Congress this House
has not spent any time discussing the general subject of
conservation of our natural resources. There are a number
of States interested in this project. The interest is Nation-
wide. A number of Members have indicated to me a desire
to say something about the work of the Biological Survey.
As indicated yesterday, there are about 6,000,000 licensed
hunters interested in the work of this Bureau. We are deal-
ing here with a bureau that reaches millions of people in
its activities, a bureau whose activities have never been dis-
cussed to any extent on the floor of Congress.

At the recent North American Wildlife Conference held
in Washington a number of speakers said that the Congress
was not interested in conservation and did not give the
movement support. I made a brief speech there and said
that that was a mistake; that the Members were interested,
but that frequently they did not have knowledge of what the
Federal bureaus were doing or what other conservation agen-
cies were doing.

In order, therefore, Mr. Chairman, that Members from
other States interested in the program of the Biological Sur-
vey may have some opportunity to express the views of their
States on this work, and as this will probably be the only
amendment offered to the section of the bill dealing with
appropriations for the Biological Survey, I suggest to the
chairman of the committee that we agree to limit debate on
this paragraph to 40 minutes.

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. Everybody, of course, is inter-
ested in wildlife conservation.

Mr. THURSTON. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will
yvield, what provision will be made for the division of time?
There may be opposition.

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, at the sugges-
tion of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. RoBerTson], I ask
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unanimous consent that debate on this paragraph and all
amendments thereto be limited to 40 minutes, one-half to be
controlled by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON]
and one-half by myself. 1

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

Mr. THURSTON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, as I understand, it is the desire of the chairman of
the subcommittee to conclude this bill today. Would not 30
minutes be ample, 15 minutes to each side?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri, If that is agreeable, I shall
modify my request accordingly and ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
close in 30 minutes, 15 minutes on each side.

Mr. PIERCE, I should like to have a few minutes.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Can we not agree on 40 minutes?

The CHATIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia is recog-

nized for 15 minutes.
. Mr, ROBERTSON. Mr, Chairman, the amendment which
I have offered seeks to add $63,000 to the current appropria-
tion of $128,149 for the establishment and operation of re-
search stations by the Biological Survey. The Survey now
has .in operation seven research stations financed in part
by Federal funds, in part by State funds, and in part by
private funds. It also has two other stations that are
financed exclusively by private funds.

It is the desire of the Biological Survey to establish 15
regional research stations in addition to the 2 that will be
financed by private funds.

Mr. Chairman, I have no criticism to offer of the work of
the Appropriations Committee in the preparation of this bill.
As a matter of fact, I am in thorough accord and sympathy
with the efforts of the Appropriations Committee to reduce
public expenditures. There are several items in this bill that
I think might have been further reduced. This is one item
which I feel it would be good economy to increase, The
Bureau of the Budget recommended $199,000 more for the
work of the Biological Survey than was allowed by the com-
mittee. When we appropriate $1 for a research station
we are, in the words of Billy Sunday, “casting our bread
upon the waters to be returned covered with butter and
jam.” We get a contribution from the State game commis-
sions of $1. We get a contribution from the State agricul-
tural colleges of $1, and we get a contribution from the
national game organizations of a considerable amount.

Mr. Chairman, this carries the work of a very necessary
and scientific character to all sections of the United States.
It has the endorsement of all the game departments of the
States. Mr. Darling, who inaugurated this work last year,
told me that in his opinion it was the most valuable work
being done by the Biological Survey. I inserted in the REc-
oRD yesterday a statement by the present Chief of the Biolog-
ical Survey, in which he expressed the opinion that it was
the most valuable work being done by that Bureau. Mr.
Chairman, I was not, of course, elected to represent either
the sportsmen or the citizens generally of the State of my
good friend from Missouri, Mr. CocHrAN. The Biological
Survey wants to establish one of these stations in Missouri.
If the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. CocHrAN, and the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Appropriations, Mr. Cannon, do
not favor locating one of these stations in Missouri, that, of
course, is their privilege, and I do not criticize them for
expressing their views on this subject.

Mr. THURSTON. Will the gentleman yield? !

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. THURSTON. I think I may say that the subcom-
mittee is sympathetic toward the objective mentioned by the
gentleman in his remarks. The question rose as to whether
or not sufficient field investigation had been made which
would be necessary to establish these stations, Ultimately,
of course, they must be established, but the question was
whether it could be done advantageously at this time.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman has consumed 5 minutes.
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Mr. ROBERTSON. I will just take 1 more minute.

Mr, Chairman, I have not time to read the telegrams I have
with me, and there are a number of them which I have not at
hand at this time. May I say that from all over the country
comes a demand for the establishment of these research
stations. In the opinion of conservationists, it is the best
type of work that the Federal Government can do. We can-
not solve a particular problem until we know what the prob-
lem is. We have to lay the foundation by the development
of scientific information concerning the problem at ha.nd as
a basis for its ultimate solution.

Mr, Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
‘Wyoming [Mr. GREEVER].

Mr. GREEVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Virginia.

Since it became known that the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. RoBertsoN] would introduce this resolution, I have re-
ceived telegrams from the Honorable Leslie A. Miller, Gov-
ernor of the State of Wyoming; Hon. Andrew J. Martin,
State game and fish commissioner of the State of Wyoming;
and Hon. John W. Scott, of the Isaak Walton League, asking
that I support the amendment increasing the appropriation
providing for cooperative game-management surveys with
land-grant colleges and State game and fish commissions.

It is very interesting to note that in the State of Wyoming
there is one herd of elk consisting of 22,000 head. This is
the Jackson Hole herd. In addition to that, in other herds
there are approximately 16,000 head of elk, making a total
elk population in the State of Wyoming of approximately
38,000 head. In addition to the elk there are 4,000 moose,
4,500 mountain sheep, 34,000 antelope, and 30,000 deer.
These are the figures furnished me by the State game and
fish commissioner of the State of Wyoming under date of
February 27, and I believe present an accurate picture of
the large game in the State, exclusive of bear and also ex-
clusive of the buffalo herd in Yellowstone Park, which is
under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service in co-
operation with the United States Biological Survey. In addi-
tion, the State has large numbers of game birds and fur-
bearing animals, and the streams and lakes abound with fish.

The problem of game and fish management has been a
difficult and often perplexing one for a State of the small
population of Wyoming, and tremendous problems have
arisen to confront our most efficient State game and fish
commission, which is a nonpartisan body and composed of
men who are thoroughly familiar with wildlife. The game
and fish of Wyoming and other Western States present a
national problem. Sportsmen from all over the country,
and, indeed, all over the world, visit our State and other
‘Western States each year in quest of game. People by the
thousands from all over the United States fish in the streams
of Wyoming and of Yellowstone Park, which is situated
within the State of Wyoming. We have no agency at the
present time which is able to cope scientifically with certain
problems arising in connection with game management, and
for that reason the Robertson amendment is especially
important.

It is necessary that we have in this locality somewhere, and
preferably at the University of Wyoming, a station set up that
can deal intelligently with the State game departments in
problems that arise concerning the conservation, care, and
propagation of this game. I read this morning in the report
of the National Resources Board that the game of this coun-
try every year is worth $180,000,000 to the people of the
United States.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. GREEVER, I yield.

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. The gentleman is not discuss-
ing the amendment. The amendment is to establish certain
ecological stations, and we hope the gentleman will discuss
the amendment. Nothing the gentleman has said applies to
an ecological station, and I wonder if the gentleman knows
what an ecological station is,

Mr. GREEVER. The thing we are interested in in the
State of Wyoming is cooperation——

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

FEBRUARY 28

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Is the gentleman interested in
the amendment?

Mr. GREEVER. Yes.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Will the gentleman tell us what
are ecological stations?

Mr. GREEVER. The situation we are interested in in

gyoming are stations to accomplish what is provided for in
e bhill.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I am asking the gentleman to
talk on the amendment.

Mr. GREEVER. I refuse to yield further to the gentleman.
I am telling about the conditions we have in our State and
in the West.

In order that the Members of the House may further know
as to what the amendment seeks to accomplish, I wish to
read from a letter addressed to me on February 14, 1936, by
Mr. Ira N. Gabrielson, Chief of the Biological Survey,
Washington, D. C.:

UnNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
BUREAU OF BIOLOGICAL SURVEY,
Washington, D. C., February 14, 1936,
Hon. PAuL R. GREEVER,
House of Representalives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. GREEVER: At the request of Dr. Scott, of the University
of Wyoming, I am sending you the: following information with
regard to the program of cooperative research being carried on
at various land-grant colleges.

With the funds made available last year the Biological Survey
was able to establish cooperative research and demonstration work
with wildlife species at none of the land-grant colleges. There
are no funds available to increase this program at the present
time, and the extent to which the program can be expanded
into additional States would, of course, depend upon any addi-
tional funds which might become available for this purpose.

The programs as they are set up in the various States at the
present time are in accordance with a three-way agreement. The
Biological Survey and the American Wildlife Institute funds,
which latter were made available to the Btates for this purpose,
make up $6,000 a year. The land-grant college agrees to put in
$6,000- a year in funds or equivalent services, which services are
required to be of such a nature as will take the place of ex-
penditures which would otherwise have to be made out of the
cash funds. The State game department puts in $6,000 of cash
or equivalent in services on the same basis as the land-grant col-
lege. In most of the cases the game commissions have been put-
ting in half cash and half equivalent services, materials, ete.
This makes an $18,000-a-year program at each of the stations.

The work at the stations is under the direction of a project
leader, who is a member of the Biological Burvey and whose salary
is a part of that fund set up at each station by the Biological
Survey. The principal part of the work at these stations is car-
ried out by means of graduate student assistants or by con-
tributed time from college faculty members. The administration
of the affairs of these units is under an advisory committee in
the State itself, usually consisting of the executive officer of the
game commission, a representative designated by the college, and
the project leader and field supervisor of the Biological Survey.

In building up the program of work at these stations one of
the chief aims 1s to have the investigational and demonstration
work built up from those problems which are found to exist in
the SBtate or the particular region in which the station is located.
It is also one of the aims of each of these stations to make a
major study of some one of the major game or fur resource spe-
cles. In addition to this primary effort it is the aim to take up
investigational work upon additional problems which will give
some answer and pertinent information enabling a more intelli-
gent administration and use of the wildlife resources. We belleve
that the work of these stations is not complete unless the pro-
gram not only finds the facts but also works out the ways and
means whereby these facts can be made use of in a practical way
in conjunction with intelligent land use and intelligent fish and
game administration for the States. Hence we are emphasizing
the establishment of experimental demonstration areas on which
wildlife management practices can be gotten under way and
which will stand as examples of intelligent wildlife management.

It has been asked how much money would be required in order
to carry out the program. The present participation of the Bio-
logical Survey in this program is on the basis of $42,000 per year,
Naturally it will require that amount of money to maintain the
work now under way, and we find that even now we are having
to limit the scope of work at these stations in order to stay within
the budgets. Any new stations set up would, of course, require
additional funds, and the number of these would depend upon the
amount of funds made avallable. The Bureau could probably
locate personnel and make provision for supervision of around
eight more additional stations during the coming year if funds
were made available.

that this will give you the information you desire, and
assuring you that we will be glad to furnish you any additional
information.
Very truly yours,
Ira N. GaBriersoN, Chief.
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The game of my State and of the United States is a great
national resource. It affords an opportunity to lovers of out-
door life. It is a magnificent sight to people from the cities
and from sections of the country where no game exists to
visit the great game areas in the West and see there in their
native habitat elk, deer, moose, and other wild animals.

The Western States have conserved their game at great
expense. They have used the experience and wisdom of men
who have lived in a game country all their lives in preserv-
ing and building up these herds. Stockmen in the State have
been unselfish enough, at detriment to themselves, to build
up herds of antelope, a species of animal that was fast dis-
appearing, until now on one ranch in particular, the great
Pitchfork Ranch located on the Greybull River in Park
County, Wyo., and managed by Mr. Eugene Phelps and Mr.
Charles Belden, there is now a herd of 2,500 head of these
animals.

We need established at the University of Wyoming a sta-
" tion wherein the Biological Survey, the State Game and Fish
Commission, and the university may cooperate in intelligent
research of the many questions affecting the game situa-
tion in that State. It is necessary to coordinate the
information and the scientific and practical knowledge
available in order to intelligently manage and conserve this
great resource.

I am assured that the University of Wyoming is willing to
advance $6,000 during the next year for this work, or its
equivalent services, which services would be required to be of
such a nature as will take the place of cash. The State game
and fish department of Wyoming has also agreed to put in
$6,000 in cash or its equivalent in services on the same basis
as the university. With the other $6,000 which will become
available from this appropriation I feel that a work will be
carried on which will be of lasting benefit to our great nat-
ural resources and will give to our local agencies the benefit
of experience and advice of the Bureau of Biological Survey,
under the capable and efficient management of its chief, Mr.
Ira N. Gabrielson.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks and to include therein a letter from Ira N. Gabrielson,
Chief of the Biological Survey.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wyoming?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr, Chairman, a parliamentary
inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Before the debate on the
amendment proceeds any further, some of us would like to
know what an ecological station is.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri has the
floor.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I would not have asked
for this time if the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. RoOBERTSON]
had not mentioned my name and my State.

If the gentleman from Virginia thinks that $6,000 and a
few telegrams are going to make me vote for an increase in
this appropriation, he is very badly mistaken. I think I was
fishing and hunting just as early in life as was the gentle-
man from Virginia, and I am just as much interested in con-
servation as the gentleman is; but let me say that yesterday
we added almost $30,000,000 to this bill.

The people of this country are watching us and they are
watching expenditures. Those of you on the Republican
side, over 50 percent of your membership, who have been
preaching “balance the Budget”, joined with Democrats over
here in unbalancing the Budget by adding these items to the
appropriation bill on yesterday. You did not think of the
Budget yesterday. I did.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield there?

Mr. COCHRAN. I am very sorry, but my time is so limited
I cannot yield.
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Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we should pay some atten-
tion to the recommendations of the President, Budget Direc-
tor, and also to our committees; and so far as I am con-
cerned, even though I did receive the same telegrams, it was
inspired propaganda, if you please, as the other Members of
the House received, it is not going to sway me one bit in cast-
ing my vote against this amendment, nor will I be influenced
by the fact that my State is going to receive $6,000.

If you will provide for a little research work all over the
country in your State and mine in regard to our fish and
game commissions, secure the facts and then fight to get the
fish and game commissions out of politics, let the money col-
lected from fishing and hunting licenses be spent for con-
servation and not for politics, we will not have to be coming
to the Federal Treasury and asking for money all the time.
[Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to talk about the merits of
this amendment, but I am going to talk a little about what
the Congress has done for the Biological Survey. Look at the
record and you will find the appropriation for the Biological
Survey was $1,204,084, and for 1937 this committee recom-
mends $1,841,595. You do not have to be an Einstein to see
that this is an increase in 2 years of over 50 percent. An in-
crease of $637,511. Now, let us be reasonable. Even though
we are 100 percent in favor of conservation, why should we
want to try and do all that the wildlife organizations recom-
mend in 1 year?

I am in hopes that Congress will next year provide for the
grouping of the various Government agencies engaged in
conservation work and put them all under one head. Of
course, when this is suggested you are going to get plenty of
opposition, but if we can group these activities, cut down the
cost of administrative expenses, and apply that money so
that we will produce more game for the forests and more
fish for our streams we will be getting somewhere. I have
always maintained that it matters not what Government
department administers a law, that law is going to be ad-
ministered as Congress wants it administered.

I know I invite criticism when I say there is no reason on
earth why the Biological Survey now in the Department of
Agriculture and Fisheries in the Department of Commerce
should not be under one head. Consideration could also be
given at the same time to grouping national parks, forest res-
ervations, Biological Survey, and the Forest Service. In the
first instance, Biological Survey conserves game, and so forth,
Fisheries conserves fish, while the forest reservations are
nothing more than small national parks. Our national parks
and forest reserves can and should be used to raise game and
fish, and it should be distributed throughout the country.
We now distribute fish from our hatcheries throughout the
country and place the fish in streams and lakes. We can do
the same on a large scale with game in the forest reservations
and the national parks. It is true it has been done to some
extent, but we have just scratched the surface.

Of course, our land-grant college at Columbia, Mo., would
like to have this research station, and I should like to see it
get it, but right now we must think about the situation that
confronts us in the Treasury Department.

Conservation never had a better friend in the White House
than Franklin D. Roosevelt. He not only preaches conserva-
tion but he fishes at every opportunity, and only yesterday we
read where he is going to spend a week next month fishing in
the South. With such a friend at the head of our Govern-
ment, why can we not cooperate with him?

Take my own State. Just in the last 3 years the Govern-
ment has provided for taking control of over 1,000,000 acres
of ground in the Ozarks of Missouri for forest reservations.
They have C. C. C. camps there now making trails and doing
reforestation work. The Government is going to put game
on those reservations, and I expect to see at least six fish
hatcheries established, but I am not going to ask that it all
be done this or next year.

Every man who has spoken on this amendment held in his
hand at least one telegram he received, the same as the tele-
grams I received. As I stated Wednesday, I could not learn
what the amendment was, although I spoke to about 50 Con-
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gressmen. The people In my State and your State were
aware that this amendment was to be offered when the
Members of Congress did not know what it was. That is no
way to legislate. If the Members of the House are going to
continue to add to the appropriation bills as they come from
the committee, then you are going to find that some of the
projects that we are deeply interested in are going fo suffer.

Take the appropriation yesterday for additional money for
forest reservations, Why, the Bureau of Forestry working
in my State has been unable to secure title to all the land it
has purchased. It just has not had the time to do the work.
That is the same situation throughout the country. More
money will be forthcoming when they are ready for it.

In closing, let me say again, no Member of this House is
more interested in conservation than I am. I happened to
be the one who urged three Governors of my State to change
our State laws so that the Government could come in and
buy lands for forest reservations. Our original law limited
the Government to 25 acres in any one county. That was
changed to 25,000 acres, then to 100,000 acres, and finally the
limit was taken off. All this has happened in the last 5 or
6 years, and, as I say, I was the Member of Congress who
was urging the action. This in itself should show my inter-
est in conservation.

If the condition of the Treasury would permit, I would
support more liberal appropriations for conservation pur-
poses; and I am sure that when conditions do permit, we
will not have to be offering amendments on the floor, because
the committee itself will take care of the matter. Let us
look at the general situation, not solely because our State is
to get an appropriation of a few thousand dollars.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
my colleague the gentleman from Oregon [Mr, ERwaLL].

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, before the gen-
tleman resumes his seat, there seems to be a good deal of
question in the Committee as to what “ecology” means, and
I suggest that the gentleman from Virginia explain whether
ecology relates to plants or animals.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Ecology, Mr. Chairman, relates to the
study, as the Greek derivation of the word indicates, of the
life habits of birds and animals, and refers especially to a
scientific study to find out why this resource is being wiped
out and what we can do to restore it.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I am sorry the gentleman does
not know the meaning of the word. The meaning of the
word, according to the dictionary, includes both plants and
animals, with reference to their environmeni{ and factors
controlling their distribution.

Mr., ROBERTSON. Ecology means study with relation to
life habits, and it might refer to plants, but this clearly refers
to birds and animals, as the gentleman knows.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. If the gentleman will look it
up in the dictionary, he will find the correct definition; and
if he will make a study of the regions to be serviced by his
amendment, he will find their boundaries are determined by
the plant foods they provide.

Mr. EKWALL. Mr. Chairman, I am very much delighted
at this lesson in word analysis on the part of our genial
friend from Missouri [Mr. Canwon]. I had not thought
that ecological had so limited a meaning as the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. Cannvon] states. But whether it refers
to one thing or another, the people of my State of Ore-
gon, who have expressed themselves, are in favor of this
increase. Talk about inecreasing the Budget, we strain at
a gnat and swallow a camel here every day. This $60,000
is most important for biological investigations, but, as ap-
propriations go, is very modest, indeed. I live in a part
of the country that is the last frontier. We have many
wild birds and animals., We are very desirous of making
a study of their diseases and of the food and life habits
of birds and animals so that we may conserve them. I
think every conservationist in the country is interested in
seeing that we spend adequately for this purpose, because
it will come back one hundred fold into the pockets of the
citizens of the country and into the Federal Treasury. This
$60,000 increase will mean so much to this very important
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survey that I am sure it will be thoroughly justified. The
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CocHrAN] seems very much
concerned because once in a while a Republican votes for
a dollar or two of appropriation, but this is a splendid case,
and I am sure it will be money so well invested that the
results will change the opponents of today into the friends
of tomorrow. I think the people of my State are strongly
in favor of this additional appropriation.

Mr, HAMLIN, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EKWALL. Yes.

Mr. HAMLIN. Does the gentleman feel that the amend-
ment will in any way refer to a study of the health and
habits of the wild animals of the House?

Mr. EKWALL. No. The trouble with the wild animals
of this House is that they are all too healthy now.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ore-
gon has expired.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. THURSTON].

Mr. THURSTON. Mr. Chairman, there appears to be
some misconception of the attitude of the subcommittee to-
ward this particular item, but if Members will examine into
the sums provided, they will find that the committee has
been liberal in all other respects so far as the work of the
Biological Survey is concerned. From that we should con-
clude that there must have been some real reason why the
committee did not allow the full amount for this item. I
think if is fair to say that those in charge of this work have
not made a complete survey of the counfry to ascertain just
where they feel these additional stations should be placed.
Ultimately, of course, it is the intention to have these addi-
tional stations provided for, and I assume that within 1 year
this information will be available and these stations will be
established. The committee well understands that in order
to carry out the program so that each section of the coun-
try will be represented in this work these stations must be
provided. The question with the committee was whether
they should be carried in this bill at this time. There can
be no difference of opinion as to the ultimate action that
should be taken in regard to this subject. It is a question
probably of whether it should be done this year or later,
when adequate and thorough knowledge of the subject has
been ascertained.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
my colleague from Ohio [Mr. FIESINGER].

Mr. FIESINGER. Mr. Chairman, 2 or 3 weeks ago there
was held in the city of Washington the North American
Wildlife Conference. I was a delegate to that convention
from the State of Ohio. I enjoyed the proceedings and the
enthusiasm of the gathering. The conference was called by
the President of the United States, indicating his great in-
terest in wildlife conservation; and there were not only -
delegates from all over the United States but there were
delegates from Canada and Mexico. This proposal to ex-
tend these stations fits in with the program of the confer-
ence. A permanent organization was established under the
name of the General Wildlife Federation. At the conclusion
of the meeting I made a statement in the House of Repre-
sentatives in which I said:

I shall endeavor to use whatever little influence I may have to
get proper appropriations for this work and to give the House the
sense of its responsibility to this great conservation movement,
that it may cooperate therewith.

In supporting the amendment offered by my colleague
[Mr. Roeinson], I am endeavoring to carry out what I then
said. The purpose of this appropriation of $63,000 is to
establish eight additional stations. Nine stations have al-
ready been established in the United States. As I under-
stand it, these stations are established in States in coopera-
tion with their conservation departments. The stations not
only make research into local problems, but set up areas
where the wildlife and the management of wildlife may be
observed by people who are interested in wildlife. That is,
farmers, hunters, and others may come to these areas and
study the habits and management of wildlife. This pro-
gram is a program not to curtail production, but is the only
program that I have heard proposed in this Congress that
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has for its purpose an increase in production. If fits in
with our great soil-conservation program. Many people in
my State are vitally interest in the Robinson amendment,
because it is on the program to establish one of these sta-
tions in the State of Ohio to work in cooperation with our
division of conservation. Many farmers and others help
their incomes by producing and selling the fur of wild
animals, and it no doubt would be a source of pleasure as
well as profit to get information concerning their activities
near at home that the great United States Government has
to offer, and see with their own eyes on an area to be pro-
vided the best methods of handling wildlife and environ-
ment, game management, utilization, and production.

Mr. Chairman, I have not favored other amendments to
increase appropriations in this bill. I know the subcom-
mittee, headed by my good friend Mr. Canwon of Missouri,
has labored diligently to give us a good bill which will take
care of the great agricultural interests of this country, and
in this I have an especial interest; but I feel constrained,
in view of the importance of this amendment and the small
amount of money comparatively involved, to give it my sup-
port and to work for its adoption.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from New York [Mr., Durry] and 1 minute
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BERLIN].

Mr. DUFFY of New York. Mr, Chairman, I appeared be-
fore the subcommittee in this matter when it was conducting
hearings. I take advantage of this 1 minute of time to put
into the Recorp the following telegram from Mr. Osborne,
conservation commissioner of the State of New York:

ALBaNY, N. Y., February 25, 1936.
Hon, James P, B, Durry,
New York State Congressman, House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Earnestly request your support of amendment to Agricultural
appropriation bill to be offered by Congressman WILLIS ROBERTSON
on Wednesday or Thursday providing funds for game management
surveys through United States Biological Survey, land-grant col-

leges, and State conservation departments. New York in first line
to receive one of these projects which will be of great benefit to

this State.
LrtHcOoW OSBORNE,
Conservation Commisstoner,

I have also received a telegram from EKarl T. Frederick as
president of New York State Conservation Council, urging
adoption of Mr. RoBErRTSON’S amendment.

The council is keenly interested in having a demonstra-
tion unit in wildlife management established in New York
State and will cooperate with the Bureau of Biological Sur-
vey and the State of New York Conservation Department
to that end.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Durry] has expired.

Mr. ROBERTSON, Mr. Chairman, I yield the remaining
1 minute to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BERLIN].

Mr. BERLIN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to call the attention
of the Committee to the importance of this amendment and
the standing of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. ROBERT-
son]l, who has offered this amendment. Most of you know
that the gentleman from Virginia for 7 years was game com-
missioner of the State of Virginia and he knows the neces-
sary things pertaining to wildlife. I think this Committee
should be swayed by that fact and for that reason support
this small amendment. If only provides for $63,000. The
gentleman from Missouri talked about $30,000,000 which we
have increased this general appropriation bill, but we are
only asking enough for a study of wildlife in America and
for the protection of fur-bearing animals. It is only the
small sum of $63,000.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has expired.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. RoBerTson], who proposes this amend-
ment, tells us it is to restore an item in the bill. He says it
proposes the amount allowed by the Budget.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I beg the gentleman’s pardon. I did
not make that statement.
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. What statement did the gentle-
man make?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I said that the Budget recommended
$30,000 more for this item than the committee included, and
the committee cut the recommendation for the whole bill
$199,000.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. That is exactly my charge.
The gentleman heard we cut this item $30,000, and that
shows the gentleman is wholly uninformed on the subject of
his amendment. We did not cut it one dollar, and that is
not the full extent of the lack of information on the part of
the gentlemen who have supported this amendment. They
do not even know what ecological stations are. There was
not a man who spoke in support of the amendment who could
tell us what the word means. They have spoken at length in
support of an appropriation, the purpose of which is entirely
unfamiliar to them.

We have been more than generous with the Biological
Survey. We have increased the appropriation for general
administrative expenses. We have increased the appropria-
tion for the purchase of fur-animal experiment stations.
We have increased the appropriation for game-management
surveys. We have increased the appropriation for the en-
forcement of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. We have in-
creased the appropriation for investigation of distribution
of game birds. We have increased the appropriation for
enforcement of the Lacey Act. We have increased the ap-
propriation for maintenance of mammal reservations. We
have increased the appropriation for the maintenance of new
bird refuges. We have increased the appropriation for addi-
tional maintenance of Bear River Migratory Bird Refuge.
We have increased the appropriation for additional lands
for the Upper Mississippi Valley Wildlife Refuge. We
have increased the appropriation for the investigation of
diseases of birds. We have increased every appropriation.
We have given them everything they asked in the Budget.
It is evident they cannot be satisfied short of carte blanche
to draw at will on the National Treasury.

Mr. UMSTEAD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri; I yield to my colleague on the
committee.

Mr. UMSTEAD. Is it not true that the appropriation for
the Bureau of Biological Survey in 1935 was $1,204,084 and
this year the appropriation recommended by the committee
was $1,841,595, which is an increase in 2 years of mere than
50 percent?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Exactly. In the last 2 years
we have increased the appropriation for the Bureau of Bio-
logical Survey, as the gentleman from North Carclina says,
by more than 50 percent. It is one of the most-favored
items in the entire Budget, and if you will just give us time,
gentlemen; if you will not insist on everything being done
in a day, we will be able to develop an expeditious and
effective plan for the conservation and protection of the
wildlife of America.

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly urge the Members who receive
these amendments to give them some consideration before
they come in here and propose to disrupt one of these bills
formulated after careful study and investigation, following
long and exhaustive hearings. At least know what an ecolog-
ical station is before you come in here and ask for one.

You ought to know that every one of this flood of tele-
grams you received yesterday and today are in response to
instructions from a professional lobby here in Washington.
Some fellow back home sends you a telegram, and as soon
as you receive the telegram you rush in here and say, “I do
not know what it is all about, but it is to spend money, and
I am in favor of spending it.” [Laughter and applause.]

I ask for a vote, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The time for debate on this amendment
has expired.

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. RoeerTsoN) there were—ayes 37, noes 75.

So the amendment was rejected.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Control of predatory animals and injurious rodents: For investi-
gations, demonstrations, and cooperation in destroying animals
injurious to agriculture, horticulture, forestry, animal husbandry,
and wild game; and in protecting stock and other domestic animals
through the suppression of rables and other diseases in predatory
wild animals, $600,000,

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Fappis: On page 64, line 25, following
the figures, strike out the period, insert a colon, and the following
proviso: “Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be
devoted to the polsoning of wild animals or birds.”

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, it was my first thought to
offer an amendment to cut this appropriation of $600,000
down to $300,000, but upon being approached by various
Members of the House in regard to this matter, I was con-
vinced that probably in some sections of this Nation peculiar
conditions prevailed which may make it necessary that this
$600,000 be put out for the benefit of a very few States in the
Union. I would not wish to work a hardship upon the live-
stock interests in the West, but I do believe such matters
should be handled with some degree of common sense.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield.

Mr. TABER. Is this the appropriation under which Secre-
tary Tugwell sends men from Arkansas up to North Dakota
to shoot jackrabhbits?

Mr. FADDIS. I believe not; I do not believe that is part of
his duties.

Mr, TARVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. FADDIS. 1 yield.

Mr. TARVER. Under this appropriation efforts are made
to exterminate coyotes in the West. The effect of the gen-
tleman’s amendment, of course, would be to prevent using
it for the purpose intended.

Mr. FADDIS. I do not believe so; it is not so intended.

Mr. TARVER. A coyote is a wild animal.

Mr. FADDIS. My idea in introducing this amendment is to
do away with the reprehensible campaign of indiscriminate
poisoning not only of harmful animals but also desirable
animals, which are also victims of the poison. I believe
the extermination of the undersirable predatory animals
can be accomplished by hunters and trappers, by employing
people out of employment for this purpose. By this method
of procedure the fur of those animals which are fur-bearing
animals will be conserved. Under this campaign of poison-
ing, a large amount of valuable fur is lost.

Mr. SISSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FADDIS. I yield.

Mr, SISSON. The gentleman from Pennsylvania knows
a great deal about wild game and conservation. Is it not a
fact that in the State of Pennsylvania and in the State of
New York, and in practically all of the States in the East, we
take care of predatory animals through hunters and sports-
men without any assistance from the Federal Government?

Mr. FADDIS. Exactly; and we take care of them without
injuring the animals we desire to conserve. The crow is a
menace in the East but we control him without resorting to
a wholesale poisoning campaign and without asking for
assistance from the Federal Treasury. I believe that preda-
tory animals and vermin can be controlled without destroy-
ing Nature's systems of checks and balances in such a
drastic manner. There is no doubt but that incidental to
poisoning coyotes and gophers many useful species of wild-
life are also destroyed.

Mr. GREEVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. 1 yield.

Mr. GREEVER. Does the gentleman believe that hunters
are going to be able to catch prairie dogs out in the Western
States?

Mr. FADDIS. In the Eastern States hunters, trappers, and
farmers do away with their own vermin in that manner.

Mr. FORD of California. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman from California.
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Mr. FORD of California. Has the gentleman ever tried to
trap a gopher? =

Mr. FADDIS. No; but I have trapped things that were
a great deal harder to trap than gophers, such as fox, mink,
and otters, and I can do it.

Mr. Chairman, from every sportsmans magazine published
in the United States we hear a great storm of protest against
this senseless poisoning campaign which is being ecarried on
throughout part of our Nation. In the interest of the wild-
life of the country, I hope the Members will support my
amendment and do away with this nonsensical proposition
of trying to control predatory animals to the benefit of a few
specially protected sheep and cattlemen in the United States.

[Here the gavel fell.]
Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo-

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado.
sition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, a few years ago the Secretary of Agricul-
ture came before the Committee on Agriculture and stated
that the loss to the stockmen of the West from predatory
wild animals amounted to about $20,000,000 a year. That is
such a frightful loss that the industry really cannot stand it.
The stockmen who graze their stock on the public domain
and in the forest reserves have got to have this protection.
The Biological Survey has been doing a marvelous amount
of good work. They kill tens of thousands of wild animals
every year. We have 140,000,000 acres in forest reserves
throughout the Western States. These forest reserves are
really the breeding ground for the bears, mountain lions, gray
wolves, coyotes, bobcats, and other wild animals. Generally
speaking, the forest reserves are uninhabited. These wild
animals breed there at an appalling rate and practically un-
molested by the general public, and the forest reserve officials
are not equipped or required to do this work in a systematic
way. The authority to trap or shoot them is not sufficient.

There are various other “animals injurious to agriculture,
horticulture, forestry, animal husbandry, and wildlife game.”
There is no other effective way of killing off gophers except
by poison. I think the coyote is the shrewdest wild animal in
the world. He is genuinely intelligent, resourceful, cunning,
and has a marvelously keen scent. Traps are not sufficient.
We ought not to put any limit on any way to kill those
crafty and vicious wild animals. Three or four wolves or a
small band of coyotes often kill a whole herd of sheep in
one night. The stock industry of the West is tremendously
interested in this item, and I feel that the money cannot be
better expended than in this way.

Mr. MURDOCE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I yield to the gentleman from
Utah.

Mr. MURDOCEK. We leave the conservation of wildlife
to the Biological Survey. Is it consistent to think that in
the use of poison they will do anything detrimental to that
very function?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Why, no. The officials of the
Biological Survey are splendidly expert, efficient, and careful.
They try very hard not to destroy birds or domestic animals.
They have a system of poisoning whereby the bird life is
very largely conserved. If we take away from them the
authority to poison coyotes, gray wolves, bobcats, and other
predatory wild animals in the West and to eradicate the
other vermin, rodents, and so forth, we will very seriously
injure the efficiency of this service.

Mr. LEA of California. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I yield to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. LEA of California. Is if not true that in a large por-
tion of the West it is a question of either the survival of the
sheep industry or the coyotes?

According to the report of the Biological Survey, over
66,000 predatory animals were killed in the fiscal year 1935,
the greater number of which were coyotes. The removal of
such a menace to the livestock industry is a major accom-
plishment. Omnly experience, skill, and the use of most
effective methods made that result possible. We should not,
by the adoption of this amendment, handicap this great
work.
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A large proportion of those animals were killed without
the use of poison. Poisons are the main reliance for com-
bating injurious rodents. Persons outside of those familiar
with the arid or semiarid regions cannot appreciate the im-
portance of this work, or its necessity. The adoption of
this amendment would greatly cripple that work so necessary
in many large sections of the West.

So far as predatory animals are concerned, I venture to
guess that if control methods were abandoned, the destruc-
tion of useful animal life would be greater than it is now
due to any efforts of the Biological Survey.

From 1916 to 1935, inclusive, the States spent over $19,-
000,000 in rodent and predatory-animal control, in coopera-
tion with the Federal Government.

Mr, TAYLOR of Colorado. The gentleman is quite cor-
rect. The coyotes live quite largely off the sheep out in that
country. But they kill colts, calves, and all kinds of game
and birds. 'They are frightfully destructive, and we have to
kill them in every possible way and all the time.

I think all the Western States pay a bounty on them.
My recollection is that Colorado pays $50 a head on wolves
and mountain lions, and the Denver Post has for about 30
years paid an additional bounty of $25 on mountain lions,

Mr. GREEVER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I yield to the gentleman from
Wyoming.

Mr. GREEVER. Is it not frue that we have terrific game
losses by reason of these predatory animals?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes; it is appalling the way
they slaughter the game. They destroy thousands of young
deer and elk.

Mr. WHITE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I yield to the gentleman from
Idaho.

Mr. WHITE. Does the gentleman think it is possible to
kill cougars and mountain lions by the use of poison?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Oh, yes; I think so. But this
proposed amendment is not limited to those animals. The
Biological Survey experts are thoroughly efficient. I feel
that department is doing a wonderful work. We have con-
sidered this matter exhaustively and I believe it would be a
great mistake to reduce or limit the practical use of this
money.

Mr. THURSTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I yield to the gentleman from
Iowa.

~ Mr. THURSTON. Is it not true that the use of poison gas
is the best method of exterminating gophers, ground hogs,
and the like?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes; I understand so. I feel
we are safe in leaving this question to the Biological Survey,
and we should not hamper them as this amendment would
do. Mr. Chairman, I trust the Members will vote down the
amendment.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I was much interested in the observation of
the gentleman from Colorado to the effect that the coyote is
the most cunning and elusive animal and the most difficult
to eradicate. I venture to express the opinion that he is
mistaken. It so happens I have had some experience with
that particular animal in Texas. I can remember very well
offering some small boys, averaging from 10 to 12 years of
age, 50 cents a pair for coyote ears. They went to work in a
range country, and at the end of 2 months I had to withdraw
the offer. They brought in ears by the dozen. Mr. Chair-
man, the truth of the matter is the coyote is exceedingly easy
to trap and kill. Coyotes are scavengers. Coyotes always
return to the carcass. If you poison the carcass, you get the
coyote. They have not a keen scent and they are very easy
to trap and shoot. If the gentleman had mentioned wolves
or the lobo of the Southwest, he would have been right, be-
"cause that animal is the most cunning and keenest of all
the animals that prey upon livestock. We used to pay a
bounty of $100 for wolves.

ILXXX——189
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I can remember very well when this item was first started
in the Agricultural Department appropriation bill. I was a
member of the Committee on Agriculture of the Senate at
the time. I think the item was introduced by the Senator
from Texas, and if my recollection is correct, it was about
the year 1916 or 1917. In that year it provided that the
money should be used for the eradication of “ground squir-
rels, wolves, and coyotes.”

I tried to have the word “coyote” cut out, because I knew
perfectly well that every ranchman in America knew how to
go after them and eliminate them if he wanted to do so. It
is the easiest thing in the world.

The item started at $20,000, if my memory is correct, and
I see it has now grown to $600,000.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, WADSWORTH. I yield.

Mr. WHITE. The gentleman’s experience has been guite
different from the experience I have, because I know from
my experience that they are very hard to catch, and if you
want to trap them you have got to set your traps at least 40
iget apart, so that in circling around you may catch one of

em.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I think I shall have to go back to
the panhandle of Texas and find a dozen 12-year-old boys
and send them fo the State of the gentleman.

Mr, SOUTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield.

Mr. SOUTH. Is it not a fact that the coyotes are much
scarcer now than they were when the gentleman was in the
Panhandle, and that they are much more difficult to trap
than they were then?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am not sure whether they are
scarcer now or not, but I venture the observation that the
scarcer the coyotes the more numerous the jackrabbits,

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
vield?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman seems to qualify as an
expert on predatory animals——

Mr. WADSWORTH. Only on the coyote.

Mr, BANKHEAD. The gentleman has not said anything
about the amendment. What is the gentleman’s view of the
wisdom of the pending amendment?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am supporting the amendment, be-
cause, as I understand, the Biological Survey uses poison to
eliminate coyotes. They can be easily trapped and shot, and
the use of poison is dangerous to other animals in the
neighborhood.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that all debate on this paragraph and all
amendments thereto close in 13 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr., PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WapsworTH] certainly has seen a different kind
of coyote from what we of the West have seen. I second all
that the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Avers] has said in
regard to the shrewdness of this animal; it takes experts to
carry out a trapping program successfully. The coyotes do
great carnage to livestock and game. In a single night I
have known one coyote to kill 24 sheep out of one band. They
are difficult to control. Our trappers in Oregon tock 150 in
January this year and 4,469 during 1935.

Before talking more about the coyote I want to say just
a word about this appropriation bill. I voted twice against
the committee yesterday and I did not sleep very well last
night on account of it. From now on there is going to be
some really convincing argument to make me vote against
the committee, They are the people who sit week in and week
out studying these problems; they call before their meetings
the various heads of departments, who know more about the
matter than we do; and why should we try to defeat what
the committee has taken days and weeks to prepare for our
consideration?
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I think we should not do that for light or trifling reasons,
and I am for staying by the committee in this bhill as well
as appropriation bills generally, unless there is something
different from the situation before us on this occasion.

In regard to the amendment of my friend from Virginia
[Mr. RoeerTsoN], I voted against it, and I am voting to sus-
tain the committee on this amendment. I would like to have
supported that amendment to increase the funds for research
units, for I know the value of the Biological Survey. I know
what it has done for our country. Years ago I was the
author of a coyote bill that we put through the Oregon Legis-
lature to pay a bounty. We paid it for years, and we did not
reach the solution of the problem until the Government of
the United States came in with the Biological Survey, and
then we began to get some real benefits. About that time a
young man came into our State and taught us how to control
the coyote and how to poison squirrels and other rodents.
That man, a scientific and trained biologist, did a wonderful
work on the west coast, and he is today at the head of the
Biological Survey. If we will let him point the way we will
have a department of government that we will all be proud
of. Do not cut or change or modify what he is trying to do
in his Nation-wide program.

It has been stated here in this debate that this is a poison
program. It is also a hunting and trapping program. There
are occasions where you have to use poison, but many hunters
are now paid and kept in the field by the Government. The
State of Oregon contributes and the sheepmen contribute.

During the fiscal year 1935 the Federal and cooperative
hunters in the Western States took less than 15 percent of
all predatory animals with poison; the balance of more than
85 percent were taken by other means and principally by
means of traps. A total of 66,662 predatory animals was
taken during 1935, including 59,289 coyotes, 5,387 bobcats,
1,332 wolves, 349 mountain lions, and 305 predatory bear.

Rodent control was carried on over 32,751,372 acres of
public, State, and private lands in cooperation with States,
counties, and individuals. For this entire program the
Federal Government provided $418,305, while States and
other cooperative units provided $989,306, or more than
two dollars for every dollar appropriated by the Federal
Government.

I want to make it clear that the appropriation requested
this year is part of a 10-year program for the control of
predatory animals and rodents adopted by the Seventy-first
Congress, which authorized a total expenditure of a million
dollars annually for the control of injurious animals. The
amount authorized has never been used, the totals actually
budgeted through congressional appropriation varying from
$608,243 in 1931 to the low point of $418,314 in 1934, The
Budget recommendation for 1937 is $600,000, the same
amount which was allowed for 1936.

Mr. LEA of California. Mr, Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. PIERCE. Yes.

Mr. LEA of California. I presume the gentleman is aware
that the Biological Survey has gone to great length to pro-
vide selective poisons so as to inflict the least possible injury
on animals not injurious.

Mr. PIERCE. Yes; I thank the gentleman.

Mr. LEA of California. Also, from my own experience, not
to qualify as an expert about coyotes, although I can act as
a witness. When I was a young man a large part of my
section of the country had to go out of the sheep business
because of coyotes, and finally the Biological Survey came
in and the industry was reestablished and is in a fairly
flourishing condition today.

Mr. PIERCE. And the money spent by the Biological
Survey for poisoning gophers and squirrels is money well
spent. Let us stay by the committee. I am sorry I could
not vote to increase the committee’s recommendation for the
wildlife research program, increasing the units.

For the first time an attempt is being made to gear a
wildlife conservation and restoration program into the exist-
ing agencies for development of land use and agencies for
taking the information and practice out to the people in
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usable form, and approaching the whole problem from the
standpoint of the man who has to operate on the land.

The money paid to trappers annually, mostly farmers and
farm boys, runs info millions of dollars, yet little has been
done to help develop this industry. An opportunity to in-
crease the scope of the cooperative research program would
afford opportunity in this field.

It is the ultimate hope that this work may result in some
definite recommendations for practical land use and supple-
mentary farm income, which same will not be competitive
with present production.

The expansion of this cooperative wildlife economic study
would be one of the soundest basic efforts that could be
made toward a solution of the enigma of an intensifying
demand for a more abundant wildlife crop and a willingness
to pay for it, on the one hand, and a gradually sinking sup-
ply, on the other hand, at the same time that we are trying
to find new economic uses for land areas which are noncom-
petitive with our major crop productions, and with no basic
economic study being made of the possibilities,

The wildlife industry is worth many millions of dollars. The
fur industry yields annually over $65,000,000 to trappers, the
large percentage of whom are farmers and farm boys. Ap-
proximately $275,000,000 are spent annually in the pursuit of
game. Some $12,000,000 are invested each year in hunting
and fishing licenses. The annual meat value of wildlife
crops is estimated at $150,000,000, a total of over a half billion
dollars.

In spite of this value, the fur-trapping industry is dis-
organized and local prices paid trappers are too much under
the control of itinerant and local fur buyers. Game available
for hunting is largely on private land. State and Federal
Governments have little hope of providing enough land to
accommodate all those who wish to hunt. If adequate wild-
life resources are to be maintained, they must be developed
on private lands. Yet to date so little attention has been
given to possibilities of wildlife as a crop that the landowner
sees nothing in it to encourage him.

There is no surplus of game, and probably never will be.
People who enjoy the recreation of hunting are more and
more willing to pay for their recreation in some form or
other. Yet the crop wvalue and possibility of wildlife is
unknown.

All over the country there are springing up plans and
schemes to encourage wildlife production. Some have prom-
ise; many are theoretical and dangerous. But no one is
making a basic study of them to determine their economic
soundness or with a view to giving them guidance. One
wonders how far the return from wildlife crops would have
gone during the past few years in bridging over the depres-
sion for thousands of farmers if the teachers of agricultural
practices, farm managers, and farm economists would have
had at their disposal for wildlife utilization as carefully
developed information as was at hand for hog raising, cotton
farming, and wheat growing.

I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, it has been said that in
order to trap a coyote the trapper must be smarter than the
coyote. That might account for the ease with which the
people of New York catch their coyotes and the difficulties
that we of the West have in catching the same animal.

Mr. SISSON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARTER. No, I cannot yield; I have not the time. I
regret the distinguished gentleman from New York [Mr.
WapswoRTH], who made the coyote speech. is not here, be-
cause his remarks are not applicable to the western coyote.
That is absolutely certain. The coyote is a sly, crafty, cun-
ning animal. We who have lived there and have had to con-
tend with these coyotes know that. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. WapsworTH] said he paid the boys of New
York 12% cents for catching coyotes.  The great State of
California will give those same boys $5 for every scalp they
bring in, and the State of Montana will do likewise, as will
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a number of the Western States. 'The Biological Survey is
organized for the purpose of protecting and propagating the
game of this country. Do not be alarmed about any indis-
criminate use of poison by this body that is organized for such
a purpose.

Mr. BERLIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., CARTER. I regret I have not the time to yield.
They are going about this matter in a safe and sane way.
If it is necessary for them to poison the coyotes of the West
and the other sections of the country, I believe they should
have that discretion. They should not be placed in a position
where they cannot use that means. I might say that a dis-
tinguished Member from the State of California just in-
formed me that he operated, with the assistance of an Indian
from California, a line of traps in California for 3 years, and
during that 3-year period, although these traps were set in a
skillful way, he captured just two coyotes.

We need your assistance in this matter, and I trust the
membership of this Committee will leave this appropriation
in exactly the same condition it is at the present time and
not impose the conditions asked by the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fappis].

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Protection of migratory birds: For all necessary expenses for
enforcing the provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of July 3,
1918 (U. 8. C., title 18, secs. 703-711), to carry into effect the treaty
with Great Britain for the pratec.tlon of birds migrating between
the United States and Canada (39 Btat., pt. 2, p. 1702), and for coop-
eration with local authorities in the protection of migratory birds,
and for necessary Imvestigations connected therewlth, $279,978:
Provided, That of this sum not more than $29,000 may be used for
the enforcement of sectlons 241, 242, 243, and 244 of the act ap-
proved March 4, 1809 (U, B. C,, title 18, secs. 391-394), entitled “An
act to codify, revise, and amend the penal laws of the United
Btates”, as amended by title II of the act approved June 15, 1935
(49 Stat. 380-381), and for the enforcement of section 1 of the act
approved May 25, 1900 (U. 8. C., title 16, sec. 701), entitled “An act
to enlarge the powers of the Department of Agriculture, prohibit
the transportation by interstate commerce of game killed in viola-
tion of local laws, and for other purposes”, including all necessary
investigations in connection therewith.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, on page 65, line 18, I
move to strike out the word “agriculture”, which is merely
pro forma, to give me the floor.

Mr. Chairman, there is no better friend of agriculture in
the United States than our chairman of this subcommittee,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon]. The farmers
do not have a better friend in the world than the gentleman
from Missouri. There is not a man in the House who dur-
ing all his years of valuable service has tried to do more for
agriculture and for the farmers than has the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon]l. He has the abso-
lute confidence and respect of every farmer in Missouri. He
is about the only man that I know of in the House who does
not have opposition for reelection. He stands so well with
the people of Missouri that they are for him to a man,
because they know they can depend upon him.

Now, he has here the annual supply bill for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. He cannot put in this bill just every-
thing he would like to put in personally. He cannot put in
it all the things his colleagues want. He is restricted by the
financial program of the President. He is restricted in
many ways by the Budget that his President sends here.
I know how it must hurt him if colleagues gang up here
and put $27,000,000 in his bill that exceeds the Budget esti-
mates. I know just exactly the position it places hlm in
-with the administration.

I hope, as one of his colleagues who know his splendid
work and his value, who know how hard he has worked for
the farmers of the country, who know how zealously he has
worked for the benefit of agriculture, that the membership
of this House will stand behind him when we vote on this
bill in the House and vote down these amendments adding
increases and help him to keep this bill within the
limitations that the President has requested on agricultural
appropriations; he has given us a good bill, and unless you do
that you will disrupt the President’s financial program. You
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Democrats see these Republicans sniping at us across the
aisle every day about expenses. The President wants the
Budget kept in balance, but how is he going to do it if the
membership here continues to put in great big items of mil-
lions here and millions there that are against his program?

Show me a President of the United States who has done
more for the farmers than Franklin D. Roosevelt. Show me
one who has had down deep in his heart any more sympa-
thetic interest for the farmers of America. He is the only
President that I know of in 60 years who has had a farm
program that hg.s been worth anything to the farmers. He
is the only one who has given great thought to means of re-
lieving the condition of the farmers.

The farmer has more enemies than anybody in the United
States. He has the grasshopper, the boll weevil, the boll
worm, the corn borer, the rust, hail, too much rain, too much
drought. It seems that everything is against the farmer.
The President of the United States has been down there in
that White House thinking over their problems, trying to
devise a way to bring them out of the morass of discourage-
ment in which they have been for many years. They have
been getling poorer and poorer, and he has been trying to
help them. I want to plead with my colleagues here to stand
by our chairman of this subcommittee. Let us vote with him
and stop this raid on the Treasury. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BranTon] has expired.

The pro-forma amendment was withdrawn.

The Clerk read as follows:

For necessary expenses of the Bureau of Public Roads, Includ-
ing salaries and the employment of labor in the city of Washing-
ton and elsewhere, supplies, office and laboratory fixtures and
apparatus, traveling, and other n expenses; for conduct-
ing research and Investigational studies, either independently or
in cooperation with State highway departments, or other agencies,
including studles of highway administration, legislation, finance,
economics, transport, construction, operation, maintenance, utili-
zation, and safety, and of street and highway traffic control;
investigations and experiments in the best methods of road mak-
ing, especially by the use of local materials; studies of types of
mechanical plants and appliances used for road building and
maintenance and of methods of road repair and maintenance
suited to the needs of different localities; and maintenance and
repairs of experimental highways, including the purchase of ma-
terials and equipment; for furnishing expert advice on these sub-
Jects; for collating, reporting, and illustrating the results of same;
and for preparing, publishing, and distributing bulletins and
reports; to be pald from any moneys available from the adminis-
trative funds provided under the act of July 11, 1916 (39 Stat,, pp.
355-359), as amended, or as otherwise provlded.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. I do this, Mr. Chairman, for the purpose of calling
to the attention of the Commitee a situation which it seems
to me should have consideration.

Under section 6 of the Highway Authorizing Act passed in
1916, as amended, it is provided that in approving projects
to receive Federal aid under the provisions of this act the
Secretary of Agriculture shall give preference to such proj-
ects as will expedite the completion of an adequate, con-
nected system of highways, interstate in character. As a
practical matter, in working out these programs under the
terms of the law amounts are allocated to each State.

Programs are submitted by those States, the Bureau of
Public Roads having the veto power on any project or system
of projects that may be submitted. Because of this peculiar
method of approach there are a number of transcontinental
highways that run across the corner of certain States, some-
times across the corners of two or three different States that
have unclosed gaps. Naturally the different highway com-
missions are inclined to approve their own system of high-
ways. The pressure on them is not for these transconti-
nental lines that may cut across the corner of the State, but
on a system that the State as a whole is interested in. I am
not criticizing the highway commissions. They have tre-
mendous pressure and naturally they are like all the rest of
us. They listen to those in whom they are interested and
whom they represent., There is a provision in the law itself
that preference shall be given to the completion of a con-
nected system of highways, interstate in character. In order
to protect commissions and in order to enable these gaps to
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be closed in these transcontinental highways, I have drafted
an amendment which definitely allocates a portion of the new
funds to the grading and surfacing of those gaps in the trans-
continental highways. I submitted that to the subcommittee.
The subcommittee did not seem to prefer that it first be
taken up with the legislative committee, although I have
drafted it in such a way that it is germane to this bill. I
have it here, but because of that situation, and out of defer-
ence to the subcommittee, I am not going to offer it at this
time. I do feel, however, that in any future funds a definite
allocation of a portion of those funds should be made avail-
able only for the closing of those gaps. Otherwise it is going
to be a long time before we get the gaps closed.

Mr. THURSTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield.

Mr. THURSTON. The gentleman's thought, then, is that
the discretion now vested in the respective highway depart-
ments of the several States should be eliminated and vested
in the Federal Government. 3

Mr. JONES. No; I do not want to do that. I think the
discretion should remain in the different highway commis-
sions of the different States.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 3 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of tha
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri., Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that all debate on this paragraph and all amend-
ments thereto close in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES. I would leave the present system and the
present discretion undisturbed. I know the highway com-
mission in my State has done good work, and I am sure the
highway commissions of other States have likewise done
good work. As a protection to them as much as anything
else, I believe that a certain portion of these funds should be
definitely allocated for the closing of these gaps. I believe it
would be a protection to the highway commissions. I am sure
they want to do it; and I should like to have an expression
from some of the gentlemen on the subcommitiee as to
whether they do not think provision should be made for
closing these gaps.

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield.

Mr. TARVER. I may say to the gentleman that the sub-
committee was entirely sympathetic with the gentleman’s
desire. The amount carried in this bill of $60,000,000 is
in the main to take care of the Government’s obligations
under contracts already entered into. These should not be
limited by the provision the gentleman has in mind. He
desires to attach this requirement to future contracts, as I
understand it. The bill insofar as it appropriates money
under this item relates almost entirely to contracts where
obligations have already been incurred. It therefore seemed
to the subcommittee that it would be necessary to amend
the basic legislation in order to accomplish what the gentle-
man has in mind.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I may state to the gentleman
that, of course, probably the better way would be to amend
the basic act, and I expect to offer such an amendment to
that committee. That will take longer and I wanted to call
this matter to the attention of the appropriating com-
mittee as well. I see the chairman of the Committee on
Roads is here. I hope he may see fit to take this matier up
and I submit it to him for this purpose.

Now, on the question of these funds, I find on inquiry from
the Bureau of Roads that of the $40,000,000 made available
for this year and the $60,000,000 to be made available for
the ensuing year, about $65,000,000 has been obligated on
contracts outstanding, leaving about $35,000,000 unobligated.
So part of these funds are available for the purpose I have
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in mind. I want to afford an opportunity for its being done
in the regular way, however, and I am simply calling it to
the attention of the House. I want to file the amendment
which I drafted because I undertook, after talking with the
chairman and with the gentleman from Georgia, and other
members of the committee, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
TaUrsTON], and others, to modify the amendment in such a
way as to cover the object sought.

. l\idc;‘? WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

e

Mr. JONES. 1 yield.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I would remind the gentleman that
this appropriation deals with Federal aid and that the States
are required to contribute one-half the amount. The ex-
penditure of half the funds, at least, is directly a State mat-
ter, and I think it would be exceedingly unwise to under-
take to vest in a department at Washington final discretion
as to the expenditure of funds contributed by States.

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. The gentleman is getting into
an entirely different field. This amendment undertakes to
direct that only a limited percentage—25 percent—be spent
on closing gaps. Certainly, if the Federal Government is
making these great expenditures, it is interested at least par-
tially in closing the gaps and should have a voice to that
extent. As a matter of fact, I think at least 50 percent
should be so expended until these gaps are closed. I am sure
the subcommittee which has made a study of these matters
will agree with me.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
for the information of the Committee and without being
taken out of the time allotted to the discussion of this para-
graph that an amendment I have prepared be offered simply
for information and read from the Clerk's desk.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Coorer of Tennessee). Without
objection, the amendment will be read for information.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Jones for information: Page 72, line
20, after the word “roads”, strike out the period, insert a comma,
and add the following: “Provided further, That not less than 235
percent, or so much thereof as may be necessary for such purpcso,
of the funds made avallable by this paragraph and allotted to any
State shall be used for the purpose of grading and surfacing gaps
in the regularly designated Federal highways as authorized by sec-
tion 6 of the act entitled 'An act to amend the act entitled "An
act to provide that the United States shall ald the States in the
construction of rural post roads, and for other purposes”, approved
July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and for other pur-
poses.! This proviso, however, shall not be construed so as to
interfere with projects heretofore approved by the Bureau of
Roads.”

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, supplementing
the remarks of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. THURSTON]
and the remarks of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Tarver], the committee has considered this amendment and
is in heartiest accord with its purpose and with the prop-
osition as outlined by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
JongEs]l. Beyond any question these missing links, these
gaps in the national highways, ought to be closed, and this
is about the only practical way of closing them. However,
the committee after consideration deemed it inexpedient to
include a legislative provision in this bill, and suggested that
it be submitted to the legislative committee having juris-
diction.

I earnestly recommend to the distinguished gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. CarTwrIGHT], chairman of the Com-
mittee on Roads, that at some time in the future, when this
class of legislation is being considered by his committee, they
give careful thought to the suggestion made by the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. JONES].

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. As chairman of the Committee on
Roads, may I say that we shall be glad to consider this mat-
ter at a not too far distant date. We expect to have up
for consideration a regular road bill shortly, and the Com-
mittee on Roads, I am sure, will be delighted to give this
matter consideration. Personally, I see no harm in it.

The pro-forma amendment was withdrawn.
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The Clerk read as follows:
FEDERAL-ATD HIGHWAY SYSTEM

For ng out the provisions of the act entitled “An act to
provide that the United States shall aid the States in the con-
struction of rural post roads, and for other purposes”, approved
July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. pp. 355-359), and all acts amendatory
thereof and supplementary thereto, to be expended in accordance
with the provisions of said act, as amended, including not to
exceed $556,000 for departmental personal services in the District
of Columbia, $60,000,000, to be immediately available and to re-
main available until expended, which sum is part of the sum of
$125,000,000 authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year 1836,
by section 4 of the act approved June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 994):
Provided, That none of the money herein appropriated shall be
paid to any State on account of any project on which convict
labor shall be employed, except this provision shall not apply
to convict labor ormed by convicts on parcle or probation:
Provided further, That not to exceed $45,000 of the funds pro-
vided for carrying out the provisions of the Federal Highway Act
of November 9, 1821 (U. B. C.; title 23, secs. 21 and 23), shall be
available for the purchase of motor-propelled passenger-carrying
vehicles necessary for carrying out the provisions of said act, in-
cluding the replacement of not to exceed one such vehicle for
use in the administrative work of the Bureau of Public Roads in
the District of Columbia: Provided further, That, during the fiscal
year 1937, whenever performing authorized engineering or other
services in connection with the survey, construction, and mainte-
nance, or improvement of roads for other Government agencies
the charge for such services may include depreciation on engineer-
ing and road-bullding equipment used, and the amounts received
on account of such charges shall be credited to the appropriation
concerned: Provided further, That during the fiscal year 1937 the
appropriations for the work of the Bureau of Public Roads shall
be available for meeting the expenses of warehouse maintenance
and the procurement, care, and handling of supplies, materials,
and equipment stored therein for distribution to projects under
the supervision of the Bureau of Public Roads, and for sale and
distribution to other Government activities, the cost of such
supplies and materials or the value of such equipment (including
the cost of transportation and handling), to be reimbursed to
appropriations current at the time additional supplies, materials,
or equipment are procured, from the appropriation chargeable
with the cost or value of such supplies, materials, or equipment:
Provided further, That not to exceed $500,000 from the adminis-
trative funds authorized by the act approved November 9, 1921,
and acts amendatory thereof or supplemental thereto, in addition
to the amount remaining available under the authorizations con-
tained in the Agricultural Appropriation Acts approved May 27,
1930, and May 17, 1935, shall be available for the construction of
a laboratory, on a site already acquired, for permanent quarters
for the testing and research work of the Bureau of Public Roads.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, which
I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Taser: On page T0, line 24, after
“$60,000,000", insert the following: “of the unobligated balances of
funds allocated for other purposes than roads and grade-crossing
eliminations appropriated by Public Resolution No. 11, Seventy-
fourth Congress, approved April 8, 1935.”

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of
order that it is legislation upon an appropriation. These
funds in the pending bill have nothing to do with the grade-
crossing proposition and the elimination of grade crossings
referred to in the amendment, which are authorized by the
Relief and Emergency Act of 1935. Therefore, the amend=
ment is not germane to an appropriation which involves regu-
lar Federal-aid funds. This appropriation provides for Fed-
éral-aid funds, and the gentleman in his amendment is
undertaking to deal with emergency highway and grade-
crossing funds.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is clearly in
error, because this is a pure reappropriation of funds that
were appropriated under the act of April 8, 1935, out of un-
obligated balances other than those providing for the elimi-
nation of grade crossings and roads. It involves a reappro-
priation only.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, may I remind the
gentleman that he is in error? It is not a reappropriation.
I am doubtful about the matter. I am afraid that under the
language of the amendment a reappropriation might not re-
sult. The funds are expended under entirely different laws
and very greatly different rules and regulations. The Re-
lief and Emergency Act of 1935 combined both legislation
and appropriation. Laws governing expenditures cannot be
changed by undertaking to reappropriate. This is not the
case of an ordinary reappropriation. This is not an appro-
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priation under the Emergency Act of 1935, but, on the con-
trary, it is an appropriation under an authorization of June
18, 1934, and has nothing whatsoever to do with grade cross-
ings. This is Federal-aid legislation alone and has nothing
to do with the fund to which the gentleman refers.

Mr. TABER. I am afraid the gentleman does not under-
stand the amendment.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I think I understand the amend-
ment, although it was difficult on account of the noise for
me to hear the amendment as read.

Mr. TABER. I have attempted to reappropriate certain
funds which have heretofore been appropriated for other
purposes instead of taking the funds out of the General
Treasury.

Mr., WHITTINGTON. Not at all, Mr, Chairman. The
gentleman’s amendment deals with grade-crossing funds,
while this item involves Federal-aid highway funds and has
nothing to do with emergency grade-crossing funds, covered
by his amendment.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. CoorEr of Tennessee).
is ready to rule.

The amendment offered by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Taser] seeks to reappropriate certain unobligated funds
heretofore appropriated. The Chair has before him a sylla-
bus which is directly applicable to the point raised. It may
be found in Cannon’s Precedents, section 1158, and is as
follows:

The reappropriation of unexpended balances for purposes author-
ized by law is in order, even though for different purposes than
those for which originally appropriated.

The Chair thinks, therefore, that the amendment is in
order, and overrules the point of order.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment offered by the gentleman from
New York [Mr, Tager] may be again read by the Clerk.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Taber amendment.

Mr, TABER. Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment in
order that we may cut down the amounts that are available
for expenditure to a point somewhere near the real needs.
Let me call attention to the fact that day before yesterday,
if I recall correctly, the President of the United States sent
to the Senate a veto message saying to the Congress, in effect,
““You cannot take money out of the Treasury for seed loans
without providing the taxes with which to pay it, but I can,
and I have plenty of money available in the relief fund to
take care of this job. I am going to do it that way.”

Mr. Chairman, it is perfectly evident from this veto mes-
sage and from the report with reference to the expenditures
under the $4,880,000,000 fund that there is plenty of money
available for this particular purpose out of that appropria-
tion which has not been obligated. May I say to the mem-
bership of the House that on the 1st of January 1936 there
was in unobligated allotments of the Rural Rehabilitation
outfit the sum of $120,000,000. All the way through the list
there were unobligated allotments, totaling upward of a
billion and a half dollars. A very small portion of this
amount has been since obligated. There is unexpended under
such an item as the resettlement operations at this time
$187,000,000.

Mr. Chairman, why should we not stop such operations as
Under Secretary of Agriculture Tugwell sending boys from
Arkansas up to North Dakota to kill jack rabbits, when the
farmers up there would kill these rabbits themselves if we
would provide the cartridges? We should use this money
for the construction of roads instead of permitfing such
ridiculous operations to continue. I want fo reduce the direct
appropriation out of the Treasury by $60,000,000 and take
the money out of these fool operations which everyone with
intelligence knows should not be performed,. :

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to interfere with the road

operations. I have specifically provided in my amendment
that none of the fund allocated to roads or to the elimination

The Chair
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of grade crossings shall be touched. I provide that it shall be
done out of that money that is not needed for things that
the Government ought to do.

I hope that the membership of the House will adopt my
amendment, which will cut down the amount of money that
may be wasted from the Treasury of the United States,
just as the President cut it down when he vetoed the meas-
ure providing seed loans and provided this money out of
another fund. I hope as a result of the operation this bill
can, through this reappropriation, be brought $60,000,000
more below the Budget.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that all debate on this paragraph and all
amendments thereto close in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

. There was no objection.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, the amendment
proposed by the gentleman from New York, if adopted, in
my judgment, would defeat the very purpose the gentleman
states he has in mind. The gentleman's idea is that the
$60,000,000 here appropriated for Federal aid could well be
taken out of the unobligated emergency funds. The diffi-
culty, however, with this proposition is twofold. In the first
place, Mr. Chairman, if this amendment is adopted, it will
disrupt every contract made in the 48 States of the Union
based upon Federal aid. Secondly, no Federal-aid funds at
all might appropriate, for Members of Congress are repeat-
edly advised that all emergency funds have been obligated.

Mr, TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. In just a moment.

Mr. TABER. The gentleman is not correct, because my
amendment does not apply to road allocation.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. The contracts covered by the pend-
ing appropriation have been made and the rules and regula-
tions for the expenditure of Federal-aid funds are entirely
different from the rules and regulations for the expenditure
of emergency funds. No matter what the gentleman’s inten-
tion might be, with all due deference, if he stopped by simply
saying that this $60,000,000 covering contracts already ap-
proved and already allocated shall be taken out of the emer-
gency fund, then it might be taken subject to the rules and
regulations which have really prevented the construction of
paving and permanent parts of highway road building, or
emergency funds have been used for dumps and foundations
because of the regulations respecting relief labor.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. In a moment. I understand the
gentleman’s view. Practically all of the $200,000,000 ex-
pended for highway construction and all of the $200,000,000
expended for grade-crossing elimination has been used be-
cause of the rules and regulations in building the founda-
tions of roads, and because of those rules and regulations the
States that have been doing the work have been unable to
put any tops or pavements on those foundations. Now,
Federal aid is not subject to those rules and regulations, and
I may say to the gentleman that I am in entire sympathy
with his view, and I believe that relief and emergency funds
could be better used in highway construction than they have
been in many other projects to which they have been de-
voted; but I insist that the adoption of this amendment,
which would restrict the expenditure of Federal-aid funds
on contracts already made, where the State of New York
and the State of Mississippi have matched Federal aid with
the understancing that those projects would be carried out
under rules and regulations applicable only to Federal aid,
to entirely different rules and regulations respecting relief
labor, especially in connection with relief and emergency
funds, would destroy the purpose the gentleman has in mind.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I yield.

Mr. TABER. The fact is, my amendment would do noth-
ing of the kind, because my amendment simply provides for
taking this money out of emergency funds, other than the
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roads and the elimination of grade crossings, and letting it
be used just as this bill provides.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Yes: but the gentleman is a good
lawyer, and the gentleman knows that his amendment does
not go far enough; because when you take any part of the
relief funds, then the funds can only be expended under
the rules and regulations and Executive orders issued by the
President of the United States, provided by the legislation
in the Emergency Relief Act, unless there is legislation re-
pealing in part the provisions of the Relief Act.

Mr. TABER. That is not correct.

Mr., WHITTINGTON. And could not be expended as
provided by the contracts that practically all the States of
the Union have made. If the gentleman's amendment went
further and if in his amendment he undertook to reform
or repeal the rules and regulations governing the expendi-
ture of relief funds so as to give the States that have
matched this Federal aid the privileges they are entitled to
in order to use the money they have matched, the situation
would be entirely different. At least there is so much doubt
that an amendment proposed on the floor that might inter-
fere with the contracts approved should not be adopted.

I may say to the gentleman that if he wants to propose
legislation that will take $60,000,000 or $100,000,000 or
$200,000,000 of the unobligated and unexpended relief and
emergency money and put it on the highways of the Nation,
I am for that; but I do not want him to hamstring Federal
aid by undertaking to couple Federal aid with the restric-
tions on the expenditure of relief and emergency funds.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent to proceed for 3 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. In other words, in employing labor
under relief funds such money can only be expended by
employing those on relief. No such restriction applies to
Federal aid. z

Mr. TABER. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield
there?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I shall be pleased to yield.

Mr. TABER. If this amendment be adopted, all regula-
tions and all rules with reference to the act of April 8, 1935,
that the President has promulgated would cease to apply o
this $60,000,000. It would be absolutely in the hands of the
Bureau of Public Roads just the same as if it were a direct
appropriation.

Mr. WHITTINGTON.

Mr. TABER. Oh, yes.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. That is the gentleman'’s statement,
but I beg leave to differ with him. The gentleman simply
states in his amendment that this $60,000,000 shall be taken
out of those funds for road purposes, and there he stops.
There is nothing in the amendment that would undertake
to repeal the law with respect to the disbursement of those
funds. It is not the ordinary case of reappropriation of
unexpended funds.

Mr. TABER. That is not necessary.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. The amendment does not modify
in any wise any of the rules and regulations issued by the
Executive.

Mr. TABER. The money is reappropriated, and when it is
reappropriated the act of April 8, 1935, ceases to apply to it
at all.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Of course, if the gentleman has in
mind that he wants to disrupt the relief program of the
administration——

Mr. TABER. It would not be disrupted.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. If you want to disrupt the relief
program then put in your amendment the language that
these funds reappropriated shall only be expended as pro-
vided by the act of June 18, 1934, instead of the Relief Act
of April 1935.

Not at all, Mr, Chairman,
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Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I yield.

Mr. MICHENER. If the gentleman had made his speech
at the time he made the point of order, in my judgment,
he would have shown that the amendment was subject to a
point of order.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. The gentleman is not asking a
question. Moreover, I did call attention that it was legisla-
tion on an appropriation and was not germane.

Mr. MICHENER. Because this does change existing leg-
islation.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I agree that it does, and for that
reason made the point of order against the amendment. I
do not yield unless the gentleman wishes to ask a question.

The long and short of it is just this: If you are going
to take the agricultural appropriations for some $190,000,000,
including Federal-aid highway purposes, out of the relief
and emergency funds, all right; but I say to the gentleman,
favoring, as he does, highway construction, unless he means
to cripple such construction, then the amendment should
be defeated, because, in my judgment, the States that have
matched these funds and the contracts that have been
made will be discriminated against and will be treated un-
fairly and unjustly by now applying restrictions that gov-
ern the expenditure of relief funds to Federal-aid contracts
already made. There is another aspect of the amendment
that might cause complications. The language of the
amendment is, and I quote, “of the unobligated balances of
funds allocated for other purposes.” We are constantly re-
minded that all funds have been obligated or allocated.
The word is “unobligated” and not “unexpended.” Large
amounts of the relief funds have not been expended, but
the Administration advises that substantially all funds have
been allocated or obligated. If obligated, the amendment
if adopted would prevent Federal aid. There is no occa-
sion to take chances on the floor with an amendment, not
considered by the committee, that might prevent any Fed-
eral-aid appropriation. The safe course is to defeat the
amendment.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I am certain that the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. WaITTINGTON] misunderstands
the parliamentary situation and the legislative situation.
If my amendment should be adopted, no rules which are
adopted by the President under the act of April 8, 1935, would
apply to this $60,000,000, but it would go into the Bureau of
Highways to be administered in the regular way, just the
same as if it were a regular appropriation out of the Treas-
ury. Nothing relating to the act of 1935 would apply to it at
all. There are no such regulations that would have any
bearing upon it at all.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. TABER. Yes.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. If it be the gentleman’s idea that
these relief funds could be better expended for highways, let
me suggest that he offer an amendment to provide an addi-
tional appropriation independent of Federal aid, but do not
destroy Federal aid for highways by insisting on the amend-
ment which he has proposed. I emphasize that it is not the
ordinary case of reappropriation. The result might be either
no appropriation or one that would hamper Federal-aid high-
way construction. There is no occasion to take any chances.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, in my judg-
ment, the gentleman from New York [Mr, Taeer] is wrong,
as usual. Let me assure the gentleman that there is no
misunderstanding as to the parliamentary situation at this
time. The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTINGTON]
has clearly and accurately stated the situation with refer-
ence to this very important item. If Members of this Con-
gress desire to keep faith with the several respective States
that have heretofore made allocations and contracts under
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the Hayden-Cartwright bill, there is only one course to
pursue at this time, and that is to stay with this committee
and vote down the Taber amendment. I feel sure that the
members of the committee understand the situation clearly
and will not be led astray or have their minds befuddled by
the distinguished gentleman from New York. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. TaBer) there were—ayes 30, noes T7.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word. My purpose in doing so is to ask the chair-
man of the subcommittee a question: In the annual appro-
priation bill for Federal highway legislation, at the appropri-
ate place, which would be line 3, page 71, of the pending bill,
in the appropriation for the fiscal year 1936, the following
proviso occurs:

Provided, That the Secretary of Agriculture shall act upon proj-
ects submitted to him under his apportionment of the $125,000,000
authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1936, by section 4 of the act approved June 18, 1934 (Public, No.
393, T3d Cong., 48 Stat. 994), and his approval of any such project

shall be deemed a contractual obligation of the Federal Govern-
ment for the payment of its proportional contribution thereto.

The proviso to which I have directed attention does not
occur in the pending bill for the fiscal year 1937, and I ask
the chairman if it is not true that the proviso is eliminated
because the committee is and was of the opinion that the
matter is covered by substantive law?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. That is the view of the com-
mittee.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. And in that connection, Mr. Chair=-
man, if I may detain the Committee for just a moment, let
me call attention to the fact that I agree with the views of
the committee.

I think this language was wholly unnecessary in the
Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 1936, and I believe that
it is provided for in substantive law that occurs in the act
of February 12, 1925, which act not only provides for the
apportionment and the obligation of the Federal Govern-
ment for the two authorizations in that act but for all future
authorizations, and the provisions are really more liberal as
to the time for the allotment, which may be in 3 years. The
Secretary of Agriculture, under the substantive law and
without the proviso, has authority to approve projects, which
thereby become contractual obligations of the Government.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. That was the opinion of the
committee, and acting on that assumption we eliminated the
provision from the bill.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. In other words, the Secretary
would have the same authority now that he has been exer-
cising for the last 10 years, and since the act of February 12,
1925, providing for the apportionment of appropriations
thereby authorized, and in the language of the act from
which I quote, “or which may hereafter be authorized.”

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro-forma
amendment will be withdrawn and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Agricultural engineering: For investigations, experiments, and
demonstrations involving the application of engineering principles
to agriculture, independently or in cooperation with Federal, State,
county, or other public agencies, or with farm bureaus, organiza-
tions, or individuals; for investigating and reporting upon the utili-
gation of water in farm irrigation and the best methods to apply in
practice; the different kinds of power and appliances; the flow of
water in ditches, pipes, and other conduits; the duty, apportion-
ment, and measurement of irrigation water; the customs, regula-
tions, and laws affecting irrigation; snow surveys and forecasts of
irrigation water supplies, and the drainage of farms and of swamps
and other wet lands which may be made available for agricultural
purposes; for preparing plans for the removal of surplus water by
drainage; for developing equipment for farm irrigation and drain-
age; for Investigating and reporting upon farm domestic water
supply and drainage disposal, upon the design and construction of
farm buildings and their appurtenances and of buildings for proc-
essing and storing farm products; upon farm power and mechanical
farm equipment; upon the engineering problems relating to the

processing, transportation, and storage of perishable and other
agricultural products; and upon the engineering problems involved
in adapting physical characteristics of farm land to the use of mod-
ern farm machinery; for investigations of cotton ginning under the
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act approved Aprll 19, 1930 (U. B. O., title 7, secs. 424, 425); for
giving expert advice and assistance in agricultural engineering; for
collating, reporting, and illustrating the results of investigations
and preparing, publishing, and distributing bulletins, plans, and
reports; and for other necessary expenses, including travel, rent,
repairs, and not to exceed $5,000 for construction of bulldings,
$385,669.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment, which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITTINGTON: Page 74, line 12, strike
out “$385,669" and insert in lieu thereof “$404,669.”

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I am in entire sym-
pathy with the program of the committee and of the ad-
ministration to curtail and to reduce expenditures wherever
possible, and for that reason I maintain that appropriations
in this bill should be limited to the matters and projects
authorized by law and recommended by the Budget. The
amendment that I propose involves an increase of only
$19,000 in the pending item, and it is intended to provide for
what is known as the experimental gin plant, located in the
State of Mississippi but for the benefit of the entire Cotton
Belt. May I say in this connection that the purpose of the
agricultural appropriation bill is to provide for scientific in-
vestigations and experiments for the benefit of agriculture.
The experimental gin plant was established some 6 years
ago for the benefit of cotton, both the producer and the man-
ufacturer being benefited.

That plant has resulted in great good. Bulletins have been
issued and circulars have been distributed that have been of
material value both to the textile manufacturers and to the
producers of cotton. In that plant the very best grades of
ginning machinery are utilized and experiments are con-
ducted by the plant for the utilization of existing machinery.
It may be said that the manufacturers of gin plants should
undertake fo improve the machinery. They have done so;
but that same observation might be applied to all other scien-
tific experimental operations conducted under the authoriza-
tion of this bill. It may be argued that these experiments
should be made by others than farmers. I refer to some of
the results of these experiments,

I emphasize that in the proper preparation of cotton for
ginning there is something for the farmers to do. The cotton
should be ginned when it is dry. There has been perfected a
dryer that is of benefit to the cotton growers throughout the
cotton area. Cotton is one of the greatest agricultural crops
of the Nation and comprises our chief export products and
the large percentage of our foreign trade.

Again, the experiments conducted by this plant resulted in
the farmers getting a better price for their cotton and in the
manufacturer getting a better grade. Instead of being
napped, instead of being cut, the cotton is smoother as a
result of the experiments conducted by this plant. So if is
that much of the highest appreciation of the work of this
plant is from the manufacturers of cotton. The cotton grow-
ers get a better price because, as a result of the experiments,
the ginners, for the benefit of the cotton growers, are using
what is called a loose roll rather than a tight roll.

They are ginning more slowly. Where formerly the aim
was quantity of bales ginned, it is now quality.

To give you a concrete illustration of the reduction of the
cost made, as a result of an experiment that could not be
made by the manufacturers and that cannot be made by the
farmers in the type and installation of fan machinery in the
gin plants, there was a saving in the territory in many cases
during the past season of from 12 to 15 cents a bale in the
cost of power in ginning. I trust the Committee will accept
the amendment in the interest of both the cotton farmers
and the manufacturers of cotton machinery in the United
States.

Under leave to revise and extend my remarks, I should like
to say that an experimental gin plant to improve the grade
and quality of cotton ginned was established at Stoneville,
Miss., under act approved April 19, 1930. It was contem-
plated than an annual appropriation of $75,000 would be
required.. The appropriation for the fiscal year 1936 and the
amount carried in the bill for the fiscal year 1937 is $36,000.
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The Department of Agriculture and the Budget recommended
an increase of $19,000 for the fiscal year 1937, which the
committee refused, and which my amendment proposes.

An excellent plant has been established, and the Depart-
ment reports and recommends that additional assistance is
needed if full advantage is to be taken of the facilities. The
investigations made have been most useful to cotton growers
and to cotton ginners. They have been beneficial to the
manufacturers of cotton. There is urgent need for at least
two more well-trained men in connection with the engineer-
ing phases of the work, and there is constant need to replace
equipment and keep it abreast of modern practices. Other
phases of the cofton program were given considerable in-
creases for 1936, and if improvement in cotton ginning is to
keep abreast of the work of the Department on cotton, the
increase recommended by the Budget is essential. The
amendment proposed by me provides for an increase of
$19,000, to be used for additional personnel in the field, new
machine tools, and replacement of obsolete machinery.

It is urged that the manufacturers of gin machinery should
invent better machinery. Improved machinery will not solve
the problem. There is a responsibility on the farmers. Prior
to the establishment of the experimental gin plant there was
no scientific approach or facilities for improving ginning
processes. The cotton farmer was partly to blame. It was
impossible for the grower to know in what condition to bring
his cotton to the gin. Damp cotton, rough cotton, reduced
his income.

There was a responsibility with the ginners. The proper
use of machinery has much to do with the quality of the lint.
The tight roll and the loose roll influence the grade of the
cotton.

The ginner is interested primarily in quantity. The farmer
is interested in quality; so are the manufacturers. Roughly,
ginned cotton and cut cotton are difficult to handle by the
manufacturers of lint cotton.

The wisdom of the establishment of the experimental gin
plant has been vindicated. The manufacturers of gin ma-
chinery, in adopting improved machinery, are benefiting the
growers and the consumers. As a result of the experiments
there has been better ginning. This means a better price
for cotton. Again, the experiments have aided in reducing
the costs of ginning and thus the cost of cotton production is
reduced.

The plant is rendering excellent service as a result of its
experiments in testing the fans of gins. The growers have
thus been saved from 15 cents to 20 cents per bale in the
cost of ginning.

Replacements in machinery are necessary. The price of
cotton is largely determined by the grade. The experiments
as to how machinery is to be operated—whether with a loose
roll or with a tight roll, whether the proper operation of the
saws and ribs, fast ginning, and slow ginning, the reduction
of the costs of power or fuel are greatly advantageous to the
grower.

The manufacturers complain and lose because cotton is
improperly ginned, because the fiber is cut. The producers
and the manufacturers, therefore, have greatly benefited
from the operation of the experimental gin plant., The
plant should be maintained.

The results of the experiments are available to cotton
growers, and bulletins and pamphlets giving the results of
the experiments have been issued and distributed for the
benefit of cotton growers and manufacturers from time to
time since the plant was established.

I repeat, I am in sympathy with the program not to in-
crease expenditures. I am not asking for an increase over
the recommendation of the Budget. The expenditures on
this plant have been curtailed. The increase of $19,000 car-
ried in my amendment and recommended by the Budget will
be most beneficial. I trust the amendment will be adopted.
I am advised that members of the committee from cotton
districts say they know of no benefits to cotton growers or
others as a result of the experiments of the cotton-ginning
plant. I have already pointed out that the development of
a process of drying seed cotton, the ginning with a loose
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instead of a tight seed roll, results in a better quality of
cotton. Surely these are benefits. Moreover, I have pointed
out that the experiments respecting the type of fans had
resulted in the reduction in the cost of fuel. I emphasize,
as a practical cotton grower, that the plant has been of bene-
fit to the cotton growers. Its location is in Mississippi, but
the experiments are for the benefit of the entire cotton area.
They are available to the gentleman from Georgia; they are
available to his farmers. It strikes me that the recommenda-
tion of the Budget and the recommendations of the De-
partment of Agriculture demonstrate the value of the plant,
both to the growers and manufacturers.

It is said manufacturers can perfect machinery. The ex-
periments are for the benefit of the cotton growers pri-
marily. It increases the value of the cotton. It is of bene-
fit to the manufacturers. If experiments and scientific in-
vestigations are in order respecting other agricultural com-
modities, it is passing strange that a Representative of a
cotton area would oppose investigations and experiments
respecting cotton. The results of the experiments can only
be made available by an inspection of the plant and by
bulletins. Such bulletins have been issued by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. I call attention to Farmers' Bulletin
1748, prepared by Mr. Charles A. Bennett, who has super-
vision of the cotton-ginning plant. I call attention to Mis-
cellaneous Publication No. 149, by Charles A. Bennett. The
Bulletin No. 5012, issued by the Bureau of Agricultural En-
gineering, is most valuable. Other bulletins have been pre-
pared by Mr. Bennett. He has addressed agricultural
meetings and associations of ginners from time to time.
The results of his investigations are carried in agricultural
publications. I refer to an article in Agricultural Engi-
neering of March 1933 by Mr. Bennett, and to a recent
article in Agricultural Engineering of October 1935. In the
Employer for May 1934 there is an address he made before
the Ginners’ Association of Oklahomsa. Articles by Mr.
Bennett, in charge of the plant, have appeared from time
to time in the American Ginners and the Cotton Ginners'
Journal. I am advised that a bulletin giving the results
?‘!; the experiments at the plant will be published in the near

ture.

Information is available. The results of the plant are
available to cotton growers, gin manufacturers, and to cot-
ton manufacturers. It is to be kept in mind, however, that
the plant has only been in operation some 4 years. While
the experiments are valuable, scientific investigations take
time.

Improper ginning of cotton results in losses of from $5
to $10 per bale. Surely experiments in the use of machinery,
and in the improvement of machinery for cotton ginning,
are valuable to the growers if they result in better ginning
and in better prices.

It is most unfortunate that a Representative of a cotton
district opposes an appropriation in behalf of cotton when
the facts and the hearings disclosed that cotton growers, as
well as manufacturers, have already greatly benefited as a
result of the experiments.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments
thereto close in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. TARVER. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. I come from a cotton-growing section. It is
but natural to assume that if I felt this amendment would
be of any substantial benefit to the cotton growers of the
South I would be earnestly in favor of it. I have heard the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WaITTINGTON] speak in
glowing terms of the work accomplished at this station lo-
cated in his State. I sorrowfully confess that if any benefit
has ever been derived by any cotton farmer in my State or
anywhere else from the operations of this plant, the fact has
never kbeen called to my attention.

Why should the Governmernt engage in experiments for
the perfection of cotton-ginning machinery or farm mechani-
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cal equipment? Why is that not a proper activity for the
corporations which manufacture such machinery, and on
what account should the Government undertake to do work
for cotton gin manufacturing companies which other manu-
facturing companies manufacturing all other kinds of manu-
factured goods do for themselves?

It is natural for any gentleman to desire that a work of
this character located in his State should be expanded. Re-
member, we have provided the same appropriation that this
station had last year, If it is accomplishing anything, it can
go ahead and proceed with its work in the same volume that
it has proceeded heretofore.” If we grant this appropriation,
of course, it is in addition to that of last year, and they will
hire more employees and will go to a great deal of additional
expense in carrying out work which I regretfully believe has
been of very little, if any, benefit to the cotton farmers.

Mr. Chairman, every activity of any department of the
Government or any new activity authorized by Congress grows
like a mushroom. It is first established, and then at every
session of the Congress the departmental authorities come in
and ask for large additional sums of money to expand it.
That is the reason we have this tremendous bill, which, even
though we cut $11,000,000 under the Budget, was still $12,-
000,000 above the appropriation bill for last year. With the
two amendments adopted on yesterday, if they are concurred
in by the House, it will be $39,000,000, even if you adopt no
additional increase, above the agricultural appropriation bill
for the year 1936.

Now, this is a small item. As I said, conunga.sIdofrom
a cotton country, if it meant anything to the cotton farmers
of my country whom I represent, I would be in favor of it;
but believing as I do, that it does not mean anything to them,
and that it would be an abnormal and unnecessary expansion
of an activity which has not been very much worth while, I
certainly hope that the amendment of the gentleman from
Mississippi will be voted down.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TARVER. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I just wanted to make this observa-
tion: That in the sugar business, where similar experiments
have been carried on and where the Department of Agricul-
ture has performed such outstanding, beneficial work, the
sugar people have spent their own money in designing new
machinery and in installing it, making it work in accordance’
with the recommendations of the Department.

Mr., TARVER. Who ever heard of a cotton farmer who
used any machinery based upon experiments conducted at
this station? If these experiments have benefited anybody,
the attention of the subcommittee was not called to it. If
they have benefited anybody, it is only the machinery manu-
facturers.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Does it not provide for only two
additional employees?

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of
the gentleman from Mississippi.

The amendment was rejected. -«

The Clerk read as follows:

Crop and livestock estimates: For collecting, compiling, ab-
stracting, analyzing, summarizing, interpreting, and publishing
data relating to agriculture, including crop and livestock esti-
mates, acreage, yield, grades, staples of cotton, stocks, and value
of farm crops, and numbers, grades, and value of livestock and
livestock products on farms, in cooperation with the Extension
Service and other Federal, State, and local agencles, $661,289:.
Provided, That no part of the funds herein appropriated shall be
available for any expense incident to ascertaining, collating, or

publishing & report stating the intention of farmers as to the
acreage to be planted in cotton,

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HEALEY: e 76, line 24, after the
word “agencies”, strike l:}‘ut “$0661,289" and insert in lleu thereof

“§686,289."

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that all debate on this paragraph and all amend-
ments thereto close in 20 minutes.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, my purpose in offering this
amendment is to increase the amount of the appropriation
by $25,000 for the purpose of establishing a definite and
permanent service for reporting statistical information con-
cerning the poultry business.

The income derived from poultry and egg products in
this country during the last 5 years ranks this endeavor
second in importance in agriculture. The farm census of
1930 showed that there were chickens on 85 percent of the
farms in this country. So this is a matter that affects
every section of our country and is one of great economic
importance.

The Division of Crop and Livestock Estimates has never
had available any particular funds for this purpose; and,
although during the past few years they have attempted to
supply the necessary information concerning the output and
developments in this industry, they have had to do this as a
mere incident in connection with other projects that are
undertaken by this division of the Department of Agri-
culture.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HEALEY. I yield.

Mr. MICHENER. Just what kind of statistics would this
cover in connection with poultry?

Mr. HEALEY. It covers statistics concerning the status
and output of this huge industry.

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman means the number of
eggs the hens lay?

Mr. HEALEY. Yes; among other things; and, further-
more, information concerning marketing and scientific de-
velopments made in the business of the production of poultry
and eggs.

Mr. MICHENER. I should like to help the gentleman, but
I should like to know just what information he expects to
get from poultry yards.

Mr. HEALEY. I merely desire to extend to the pouliry
industry the same service that is furnished to other agri-
cultural products. I think this is a very reasonable amend-
ment. It was requested by the Bureau of the Budget, was
estimated for, but the committee struck the Budget estimate
from the bill.

I wish to call the Committee’s attention to the fact that
this is a very vital matter; that it really involves vital in-
formation that is necessary to the poultry industry. In this
connection I read the following paragraph from a letter I
received from the Massachusetts Feederation of Poultry Asso-
ciations:

This additional $25,000 would give to the poultry industry of
the country the much-needed information that they have been
under a handicap for years in not having. Practically all of the
other agricultural enterprises in the State have the proper statis-
tical information published concerning their respective indus-
tries; and, as poultry is the second largest agricultural enterprise
in the country, we strongly feel that they should be accorded this
information which is so vigal.

The amount and importance of this work done for the
benefit of the poultry industry has fallen far short of the
service required by the industry.

If this amount of $25,000, which has been recommended
by the Budget, is restored, the industry will have the benefit
of a service of vital interest to it. I feel that this amend-
ment merits your support, and I urge its adoption.

Mr. CITRON. Mr, Chairman, the amendment proposed by
the gentleman from Massachusetts carries out the desire of
the Department of Agriculture, as set forth in its Budget
estimate.

In answer to the genfleman from Michigan as to what this
$25,000 could be used for, I call the Committee’s attention to
page 645 of the hearings, particularly to the following state-
ment in explanation of the desire of the Department to
increase the allotment for this year:

The increase will provide for annual estimates of the total num-

ber of chickens and monthly reports on hens and pullets, frequent
periodic reports on young chickens on hand, and on production of
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eggs. Special studles will be made of commercial flocks, eggs pro-
duced, rate of laying, breeds of chickens produced, estimates of
sales and of farm consumption of eggs and poultry, farm prices,
and much additional information of vital interest to the poultry
industry. Analyses will be made of the data gathered in order to
forecast probable future production.

I come from an industrial State, but it, too, has an exten-
sive poultry and egg business. To grant this small amount
and add it to this appropriation bill will help the Department
of Agriculture in formulating and sending out poultry sta-
tistics. It lacks facilities to do this extensively at the present
time. The issuance of such statistics and information will
mean much to this industry all over the country, including
the poultrymen of my section of the country.

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CITRON. I yield.

Mr. HEALEY. The gentleman does not mean to say that
this affects New England only, does he?

Mr. CITRON. This affects not only New England but all
sections of our couniry. Eighty-five percent of the farms of
this country raise poultry, among other things, and are inter-
ested in this subject.

I further call attention to the following portion of the
hearings appearing at page 648 of the printed hearings:

Mr, CannonN, You are asking under this item an increase of
$25,000. In what way are you extending the work to justify that
mc]:l;:aaBex?mK. That increase was intended to give us better statis-
tical service for the poultry industry. Under the appropriation for
crop and livestock estimates our work on poultry is perhaps the
least satisfactory, insofar as major agricultural products are con-
cerned. Poultry is, in reality, a major agricultural commodity.

I have received numerous letters and telegrams from my
State asking that this amount be reinstated in the appropria-
tion. I am not asking that it be restored simply because I
have received these letters and telegrams, but because a study
of the hearings and a study of the subject convince me that
the Department is entitled to this exfra $25,000 to afford
them an opportunity to study and set out the various statis-
tics regarding this whole subject.

Mr. KENNEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CITRON. I yield to the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. EENNEY. Will this appropriation enable monthly
reports to be made?

Mr. CITRON. Yes.

Mr. KEENNEY. Annual reports only are now being pre-
pared?

Mr. CITRON. Yes.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. Chairman, this amendment seeks to add
$25,000 to the crop and livestock appropriation in the bill
now before the House for consideration, for the purpose of
making the supply of pouliry statistics more inclusive and
helpful to poultry producers over the entire Nation. These
funds would make possible the beginning of a monthly re-
porting service, which would give the poultrymen the same
type of information the Government now provides through
the Department of Agriculture to every other branch of pro-
duction of agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, the poultry business is now a billion-dollar
industry and is the second largest industry in the country
in point of livestock production. Existing facilities for re-
search and survey only cover small-farm flocks of less than
200 birds. Forty percent of the poultry production in this
country comes from flocks of 200 birds up to many thou-
sands. A worth-while agricultural economy should provide
for the protection of all classes of poultrymen by furnishing
them complete, adequate statistical data on the trends and
facts concerning large flocks, which represent 40 percent of
the market supply.

The poultry industry has grown rapidly from 1929 to the
present day, but the reportorial facilities and the supply of
statistics needed have not kept pace with the growth of the
business. There exists at the present time a big gap in the
Department of Agriculture’s information service.

Mr. Chairman, should this sum be granted, as I hope it
will, the Department plans, and will be able to give, monthly
service of trends and market information to the poultrymen
of the Nation. There is a provision in the amendment, or
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should be, to utilize 47,500 of this amount to compile data
from the last agricultural census.

The amount requested is small, being less than the price
of one airplane, but it would aid and encourage the poultry
growers the Nation over. It has the endorsement of not
only the Department of Agriculture but of many poultry
associations in the country.

Mr. Chairman, the poultry industry has never had a fair
chance. It has always been up against material handicaps.
China, that far-away country in the old world, is flooding
this country with eggs and egg powder, the result of produc-
tion from farmers using cheap labor and living far below
our American standards. They are competing and injuring
our American poultry farmers. There is a bill to put a
crimp in them now pending in the Ways and Means Com-~
mittee, introduced by the gentleman from California [Mr.
Leal, but we who are friends of the poultry industry cannot
get a hearing for this bill. I ask for common justice to the
farmers who deal in poultry. I ask that the Members of
this House do not turn a deaf ear to this request for $25,000.

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TOBEY. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Is it my understanding that the De-
partment of Agriculture recommended $40,000 for this
purpose?

Mr. TOBEY. I cannot say as to that.

Mr. McCORMACEK. The Director of the Budget recom-
mended $25,000?

Mr. TOBEY. Yes.

Mr. McCORMACK. This is simply an attempt to get
$25,000 back in the bill which the Director of the Budget
recommended to the Appropriations Committee?

Mr. TOBEY. The gentleman is entirely correct, and the
gains to come from this additional $25,000 are far more
important than the $25,000 expenditure.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. THURSTON. Mr. Chairman, I am sure that the sub-
committee is informed as to the importance of the poultry
industry in the United States, and in nowise shall I attempt
to deprecate or lessen the importance assigned to this topic.
However, the committee learned that last year a census of
poultry was taken by another branch of the Government, and
at this time in the Bureau of the Census, Department of
Commerce, figures are now being compiled of the poultry
census that was taken in 1925. All the figures are now avail-
able for New England and the northeastern portion of the
United States. The Director of that Bureau stated the entire
work would be compiled within a period of 3 or 4 months.
With this information available to the committee, we thought
it would be unwise to allot additional public funds to take a
census on the same subject so shortly after one had just been
completed. We all know that the amount of poultry produc-
tion in the country may be increased rapidly because of the
short time involved to produce poultry. While the future may
logically require additional information in regard to statistics
concerning poultry, surely at this time we ought not to spend
additional funds when we already have information of recent
origin that will be available within the next 3 or 4 months.

Mr. HEALEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THURSTON. I yield to the gentleman from Massa~
chusetts.

Mr. HEALEY. The purpose of this appropriation, as rec-
ommended by the Budget, was not merely to take a census all
over the country. As I understood, it was fo extend to this
industry the same services as are extended to other livestock
and agricultural industries.

Mr. THURSTON. We have research work in relation to
diseases of poultry carried in other items of this bill.

Mr. HEALEY. This would include that sort of informa-
tion.

Mr., THURSTON. But this item is confined to statistics.
We are now considering the title “Bureau of Agricultural
Economics.”

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THURSTON. I yield.
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Mr. TOBEY. Does not the gentleman appreciate the fact
that under this amendment, if adopted, we will set up, not a
general yearly census, but institute a monthly service, re-
porting on these various details and trends? The cotton and
wheat and tobacco people already have this knowledge avail-
able to them, and the poultrymen are asking for the same
thing. They want monthly bulletins showing trends and
prices to be sent out all over the country, which will be in-
valuable to them. It is not a yearly census we are in-
terested in.

Mr. THURSTON. I may say to my friend that many of
those engaged in the different branches of agriculture re-
ferred to are rather hostile to such reports, because they
claim they are inimical and harmful to their line of industry.

Mr. TOBEY. Then let their appropriations be withdrawn,
but grant this small sum to the poultrymen who are asking
for this helpful information.

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, THURSTON., I yield.

Mr. KENNEY. Do I understand that at the present time
there is no specific appropriation of any kind for furnishing
any information or statistics about poultry, but that the
Department is spending about $5,000 a year, but that such
work is not being conducted with a view to giving specific
poultry information, but whatever work is done is incidental
to the other work of the Department?

Mr. THURSTON. I may say it is incidental insofar as it
is not touched by a complete survey made by other govern-
mental agencies that was made last year.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Hearey and Mr. Tosey) there were—ayes 32, noes 55.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Enforcement of the Insecticide Act: For enabling the BSecre-

of Agriculture to carry into effect the provisions of the act
of April 26, 1910 (U. 8. C., title 7, secs. 121-134), entitled “An act
for preventing the manufacture, sale, or transportation of adul-
terated or misbranded paris greens, lead arsenates, other insecti-
cides, and also fungicides, and for regulating traffic therein, and
for other purposes”, $208,180.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

- Amendment offered by Mr. Conmer: On page 86, at line 20,
after the period, insert a new paragraph, as follows:

“Enforcement of the Sea Food Inspectors Act: For personal serv-
ices of sea-food inspectors designated to examine and inspect sea
food and the production, packing, and labeling thereof upon the
application of any packer of any sea food for shipment or sale
within the jurisdiction of fhe Federal Food and Drugs Act, in
accordance with the provisions of an act entitled ‘An act to
amend section 10A of the Federal Food and Act of June
30, 1806, as amended’, approved August 27, 1935 (49 Stat., p. 871),

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that all debate on this paragraph and all
amendments thereto close in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, there is no one who has
more sympathy with the desire of the committee to keep
this bill within the estimates of the Budget than I have, and
if I did not have the approval of the Budget for this item,
I would not offer the amendment at this time, but we have
in many sections of this country, in addition to my own
section, a big sea-food industry. There is a prevalent opin-
ion among many people in this country to the effect that
canned sea foods will poison them and kill them. This
same opinion prevailed with reference to the meat-packing
industry of this country until the Government stepped in
and furnished inspection for the meat-packing plants.

We have an authorization by the Congress for sea-food
inspectors to inspect the sea foods that are canned just as
meat is inspected by the Government where it is packed.

Mr, DONDERQ. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?
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Mr. COLMER. I will be pleased to yield to my friend
from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. I know the gentleman’s great interest in
the seafood industry, and I am wondering whether the
amendment of the gentleman is broad enough to cover in-
spection of seafood from the Great Lakes or just seafood
from salt water.

Mr. COLMER. I would say unquestionably it is, in my
opinion.

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield.

Mr. KENNEY. Can the gentleman tell us how many in-
spectors there are all over the country?

Mr. COLMER. I am sorry I cannot answer that ques-
tion specifically.

Mr. EENNEY. I understand there are 72 to cover the
48 States. *

Mr. COLMER. I could not say about that, but I should
say, for the gentleman’s information, that there was not any
provision made for seafood inspection until the Seventy-
third Congress, when this law that I refer to was passed, and
last year it was amended by adding the provision under
which we are now seeking this appropriation.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. In answer to the inquiry of
the gentleman from California, I believe the gentleman
stated his amendment would cover seafood products from the
Great Lakes.

Mr, COLMER. In my opinion.

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. But it would not cover them
so far as the appropriation is concerned. The gentleman is
asking an appropriation for his specific industry in Missis-
sippi only. _

Mr. COLMER. I would say to the gentleman that the
estimate is made by the Director of the Pure Food and
Drugs Bureau.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. But if they propose to extend
this service to the Great Lakes, it would be necessary to in-
crease the amount provided in the amendment.

Mr. COLMER. I assume that is true. I would not under-
take to say that $80,000, which is requested in the amend-
ment and which the Budget recommended, would cover all
of the sea-food industry.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
further? .

Mr. COLMER. I yield.

Mr. DONDERO. But the gentleman would be willing to
accept an amendment to include the Great Lakes, if not
expressly provided for in the amendment?

Mr, COLMER. I shall be glad to do that, although I do
not think an amendment of that sort would be either ger-
mane Or necessary.

Mr. DONDERO. The sea-food industry on the Great
Lakes is quite a large one.

Mr, COLMER. I may say to the gentleman that the lan-
guage is broad enough to cover it, but the appropriation
might not be.

Mr. Chairman, I am asking that this amendment be ac-
cepted for the purpose of giving this important industry
this inspection service. I am asking that the people who
eat the sea foods be given that additional protection.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi has expired.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Chairman, the question in-
volved here is not the immediate issue suggested by the gen-
tleman but a national policy of such far-reaching importance
the end of which it would be impossible to foretell. The
question involved is whether or not the Government will
supply this service to packing industries.

Mr. THURSTON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
vield?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. THURSTON. Has the gentleman any idea of the cost
to the United States Treasury if we should adopt the policy
of inspecting all of the canned goods packed in the United
States?
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. If would be impossible to esti-
mate. It is stupendous. The Government never has pro-
vided this service for the packer. The meat inspection is not
4 parallel case. That is provided for the protection of the
consumer. If we should provide this protection for shrimp,
then we should provide it for salmon and for vegetables and
everything else sold in tin or glass. If we provide it for
the Gulf of Mexico, we should provide it for the Atlantic
and Pacific coasts and the Great Lakes. It is impossible to
envision the gigantic scope of this policy once adopted.

The history of this proposition is interesting. The indus-
try came before Congress 2 years ago and said, “Gentlemen,
if you will merely authorize this service, we will pay the
expense, we will pay the salaries of all the inspéctors.” We
said, “All right; if you pay the expenses, we will certify the
inspectors.” Now they come in and say, “Oh, you authorized
the inspectors, and you ought now to pay their salaries.” In
other words, the industry is going back on its contract with
the United States Government. We not only provide the
inspectors but they now insist that we pay their salaries. Is
not that true?

Mr. COLMER. I am going to answer that question.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Is it not true that you agreed
to pay the salaries of these inspectors?

Mr. COLMER. When this bill was first passed——

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Did you not agree to pay the
salaries? 1

Mr. COLMER. I am sure that my good friend is asking
questions and then answering them himself,

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. You told us you would pay the
salaries of these inspectors if we would agree to provide the
inspectors.

Mr. COLMER. The original act was passed with that
condition. +

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Are you keeping that contract
when you come in now and ask us to pay their salaries?

Mr. COLMER. We certainly are attempting to keep that
contract. We found when this law was enacted that the
large packers could afford the inspectors and the small
packers could not, and it was driving the small packers out
of business. :

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. We have nothing to do with
that. You agreed that if we would provide the inspectors
you would pay their salaries. Now you want us to pay their
salaries. The industry is welching on its agreement.

Mr. COLMER. I think that is a matter of opinion.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Mississippi.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp at this point on the
subject just under discussion.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Chairman, it is perhaps well known
that the Territory of Alaska supplies more than one-half, and
on occasion as much us five-eighths, of all of the salmon pro-
duced in the world. In addition to salmon, considerable
quantities of halibut, herring, and other fish are taken in the
waters of Alaska and shipped to the United States. The
records covering the fisheries of Alaska show that the average
value of those fisheries for the past 15 years has been in
excess of $33,000,000 per year.

In my opinion, it is highly important that Federal inspec-
tion be extended to Alaska fish products, and particularly to
canned salmon, at the earliest possible date. The same rea-
sons which impelled Congress to pass the laws compelling
inspection of beef, pork, and other products will sustain an
act providing for an inspection of fisheries. Perhaps there is
more reason for requiring an inspection of fish products than
there is for meat products, because fish deteriorates upon
being taken from the water in a comparatively short time as
compared with meat.

At the present time there is no inspection at the time of
packing of canned salmon in Alaska. After reaching the
United States, the canned product is inspected by the selec-
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tion of sample cans from the various packs and in the event
any fish is found unfit for human consumption the whole
pack of that particular day, and sometimes the pack of sev-
eral days, is seized and held for condemnation. Under the
procedure followed by the Department, none of the fish so
seized which is unfit for consumption is again placed on the
market. Some time ago I was asked whether the salmon
seized as being unfit for human consumption was recondi-
tioned. The answer is, of course, that it is not and it eannot
be. No attempt is made to recondition any food which is
unfit for human consumption, but sometimes one or two or
three or four bad fish will get into a day’s pack, and the
inspector who inspects the pack will get a can of that bad
fish, Upon each can is stamped a certain code number,
showing it was packed between certain hours of a certain
day in a certain month, Then, instead of seizing only the
salmon that is unfit for human consumption, the inspector
seizes all of the salmon in that lot, which may cover the
pack of several days. Sometimes as much as 20,000 cases
of a pack is so seized.

The packer has two courses of action: He can fight the case
and probably spend more money than he can make in 2 years
in packing or he can plead guilty and have the Government
release to the packer the entire amount that is seized. If the
latter course is followed, the Government agent then desig-
nates the code numbers of the pack where the impure fish
has been found. The rest of the seized pack can be sold;
it is good fish; nothing has been found in it that is deleterious
to human life or health or to make it unfit for human con-
sumption. Then the Government condemns the cases em-
bracing the code numbers in which the bad fish has been
found, packed during a specified period, and every can of that
code number must be opened. As every can is opened it can
be discerned in a moment whether the contents are good or
bad. The bad fish are rejected and thrown away. There
may be only a few bad cans in thousands of cases, but the
packer must, under the regulations, open every can of that
code. He will perhaps find only a few bad cans in the whole
lot. Those few cans are thrown overbroad, but the rest of
the salmon, which is good salmon, must be reconditioned;
that is, it is processed and canned and then goes on the
market. But this salmon is and always was a perfectly good
product.

I wish as strongly as I can to disabuse the minds of the
people of the idea that any salmon unfit for human consump-
tion ever seized by the Government is again made any use
of at all. It is thrown away.

But in my judgment the whole procedure is wrong. The
inspection should be had, as in the case of meat products, at
the time the pack is put up, and I believe that eventually this
will unquestionably be done. That procedure cannot be insti-
tuted too soon.

Moreover, it seems certain that inspection at the time of
packing would in the long run work to the advantage of the
packer, because then there would be no danger of a seizure
of a large part of his pack, most of which may be good food,
because a few cans are found fto be bad or spoiled. An in-
spection at the time of the packing would prevent all this and
would insure that only a good product goes to the public.

In spite of the lack of inspection at the time of packing, I
believe that canned salmon is probably as good and pure a
food as any that is put in cans, but the method of inspection
after packing is certainly unscientific and uneconomical.
The stamp on a can of salmon that it is Government inspected
and passed certainly ought to be worth something on the
market to the salmon packers.

I am informed that inspection of seafood products has
already been largely given to the sardine-packing industry.
Surely the salmon products are entitled to the same pro-
tection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Soil and moisture conservation and land-use investigations: For
research and investigations into the character, cause, extent, his-
tory, and effects of erosion and soil and moisture depletion and
methods for soil and moisture conservation, including construction,
operation, and maintenance of experimental watersheds, stations,
;ﬁb;[rg%%lge& plots, and installations, and other necessary expenses,
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike
out the last word, and I do that not for the purpose of
offering an amendment, for I am very anxious to keep this
bill within the limits of the Budget Bureau and in accordance
with the recommendations of the commitee. I desire to ask
the chairman of the committee a question with reference to
the subject of the republication of two important public docu-
ments which I have found in the past very valuable in diffus-
ing useful information concerning agriculture. I refer to two
books, one known as Diseases of Cattle and the other known
as Diseases of the Horse, These publications have been out
of print for a number of years. I know from experience that
they are very valuable, and almost daily I receive reguests
from parties in my district desiring these publications. I
have also talked with farmers and stock raisers and have
heard them tell of the value of these publications in giving
information by which they saved valuable cattle and horses
both from disease and death. I think the Government
spends a great deal of money that would not be nearly as
useful or as valuable to the farmers as these two publications.
I do not know whether an amendment authorizing a reprint
of these books should be carried in this bill or not, but I
should like to hear from the chairman of the committee with
reference to the value of publications, and also as to whether
the appropriation therefor should be in this or some other
bill.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I am glad the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. JoeNson] has raised that question. It is a mat-
ter of particular interest to every Member who represents
an agricultural district. Of all the publications that have
been issued by the Department of Agriculture none is more
practicable or more valuable to the average farmer as those
two books, Diseases of the Horse and Diseases of Cattle.
I have heard of numbers of instances in which farmers have
credited these publications with saving them the price of a
valuable animal. Unfortunately provision for reprinting -
these books does not come within the purview of this bill.
llzillis provided for in an item in the legislative appropriation

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The legislative appropriation
bill has not yet been passed, has it?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. No; it has not yet been re-
ported to the House.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Have the hearings been con-
cluded?

Mr., CANNON of Missourl. The hearings have been con-
cluded, as I understand it, but I hardly think the bill has
been marked up. However, I will say that for the last 2
or 3 years the Department of Agriculture, in response to
requests from the committee, has supplied data bringing
those two publications down to date preparatory to their
publication when the Congress should order them reprinted.
Apparently the Congress has been a little dilatory, and as
yet funds have not been provided for the purpose. It is to
be hoped that the matier will have the earnest attention
of the committee.

The pro-forma amendment was withdrawn.

The Clerk read as follows:

Boil and molsture conservation operations, demonstrations, and
information: For carrying out preventive measures to conserve soil
and moisture; including such special measures as may be necessary
to prevent floods and the siltation of reservoirs, the establishment
and operation of erosion nurseries, the making of conservation plans
and surveys, the dissemination of Information, and other necessary
expenses, $20,453,485.

Mr, TABER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Tager: On page 89, beginning in line
22, strike out the paragraph ending on page 90, line 5.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, this is an opportunity to save
$20,453,485. It is in connection with this soil operation. We
have already passed a law, under which $500,000,000 is au-
thorized to be spent. The Senate passed something like
$440,000,000. We ought not to be spending any more than
tha




2996

I have not attempted to touch the experimental features
of this nor the investigating features of the Soil Conserva-
tion Service. I do feel, however, that this new service should
confine itself specifically and particularly to the operations
of experiment and instruction to farmers and leave the rest
to the statute that was passed last week.

I hope the House will adopt this amendment and save
twenty and a half million dollars.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that all debate on this paragraph and all amend-
ments thereto close in 15 minutes; 10 minutes to be used by
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. UmsteEAp] and 5
minutes by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. LUNDEEN].

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

Mr. SECREST. Reserving the right to object, I should like
5 minutes.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I amend my request; that all
debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto close
in 20 minutes, 5 minutes to be used by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. SECREST].

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. UMSTEAD. Mr, Chairman, I think the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Taper] unquestionably has this appro-
priation for soil conservation confused with the funds pro-
viding for the general agricultural program under the
amendment to the Soil Conservation Act, which amendment
was finally passed this week, and known as the farm-relief
bill. The Soil Conservation Service, for which this appro-
priation is provided, was established in September 1933 under
the office of the Secretary of the Interior to administer a
grant of $5,000,000 made by the Public Works Administra-
tion. Later additional grants were made for this purpose in
1933 and 1934. The original plan for the Soil Conservation
Service involved three distinct flelds of operation, namely,
erosion-control projects, investigations and surveys, and co-
operation with State and Federal agencies. The work was
carried on with the funds above mentioned until July 1935.
In the meantime, by an act of Congress, the Soil Conserva-
tion Service was created as a regular bureau of the Govern-
ment and placed under the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, the item for the Soil Conservation Service
appears in this bill this year for fhe first time. Heretofore
it has operated with funds provided from emergency appro-
priations. The Bureau of the Budget submitted to the sub-
committee estimates amounting to $27,500,000 for the fiscal
year 1937. The subcommittee after very careful and studious
consideration of every item has recommended to the House
a total of $22,469,265.

In addition to projects on watersheds largely owned by the
Government, the Soil Conservation Service now has in oper-
ation 141 demonstration projects located in 41 States, which
projects embrace an area of approximately 7,516,329 acres.
Some of these projects have been under way for more than
2 years and are operated for the purpose of providing farm-
ers with a concrete, practical demonstration of effective soil-
conservation measures. Many methods of soil and moisture
conservation are used on said projects, such as terracing, the
restoration of grasses, the use of strip cropping, the proper
crop rotation, the planting of shrubs and frees, and the re-
tirement from cultivation of excessively eroded land. In
addition to the above projects, the Soil Conservation Service
is now conducting investigations with reference to soil mois-
ture and land use and is operating a large number of ex-
periment stations. This work is essential at this time. Con-
servation surveys are also being made, and the Service is
cooperating with conservancy districts and other Federal
and State agencies.

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment, no part of the relief
money which has heretofore been appropriated by Congress
has been spent for a purpose which will ultimately do more
good or bring greater returns to the people of the United
States than the money which has been spent for the control
of soil erosion. I do not now have the time to discuss in
detail the disastrous results of soil erosion throughout this
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Nation, and I do not have time to discuss soil erosion and
soil conservation in other countries., I feel that Members
of this House understand the importance of this work and
that it ought not to be disturbed at this time.

Mr. DUNN of Mississippi. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. UMSTEAD. I yield.

Mr. DUNN of Mississippi. If the amendment of the gentle-
man from New York were adopted, it would mean the total
elimination of the appropriation that is now asked, and none
of these meritorious projects the gentleman has been talk-
ing about would be continued.

Mr. UMSTEAD. That is correct; and more than that, it
would mean that the Bureau of Soil Conservation would be
absolutely destroyed.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UMSTEAD. I yield.

Mr. TABER. I did not attempt to strike out that part
which related to their experimental and development work. I
was attempting to strike out their operations. I believe there
is a decided distinction between the two.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UMSTEAD. I yield.

Mr. BIERMANN. I thoroughly agree with what the gen-
tleman has been saying. Is it not true that this $20,000,000
came out of relief money?

Mr. UMSTEAD. I made the statement a moment ago,
which I repeat, that up until this time all funds which have
been expended by the Soil Conservation Service have come

from relief allocations.

Mr. BIERMANN. Now it is put under one of the regular
appropriations, and this is one of the reasons why the regu-
lar appropriations are increasing—they are taking over some
of the relief work. Is that right?

Mr. UMSTEAD. That is correct.

Mr. Chairman, your subcommittee felt that the friends of
soil conservation ought to join with us in agreeing to the
reasonable cuts which were applied to this appropriation in
order that this service may be placed upon an economical
and efficient basis.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. As a matter of fact, the com-
mittee, as I understand it, has already cut out more than
$5,000,000 from the estimate submitted by the Bureau of the
Budget.

Mr. UMSTEAD. The gentleman is correct. The total
deductions recommended by your subcommittee amount to
$5,030,735. No further reductions, in my judgment, can be
sustained without seriously impairing the splendid work of
the soil-conservation service, which has grown to be exceed-
ingly popular throughout the country.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., UMSTEAD. I yield.

Mr. LUNDEEN. I would like to restore the items which
were stricken out and bring the total back to the Budget
estimate.

Mr. UMSTEAD. I thoroughly appreciate the enthusiasm
of the gentleman, and I, too, am an ardent supporter of the
soil-conservation service. I have been actively interested
in it since September 1933. In my judgment, the work pro-
vided for under this appropriation must be continued. It
will not only aid the farmers of this country, but it will also
inure to the benefit of the entire citizenship of this Nation.
I would not want to see any cut made in the appropriation
for this service except such cuts as are necessary to produce
an economical and efficient administration. I believe that
the cuts which have been made by this committee will ulti-
mately render a service to soil conservation. The amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER]
should not prevail. The splendid work of soil conservation
must go on.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. SECREST. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
one chart.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
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Mr. SECREST. Mr. Chairman, I think without question
the pending amendment should be defeated. There are many
interesting facts with regard to soil conservation which have
come to light within recent years.

Recently there came to my desk a small volume on conser-
vation, the best, in fact, that I have ever seen. I opened it
casually and my eyes fell upon a most startling bit of infor-
mation. I read that recent studies indicate that the Sahara
and Gobi Deserts were once occupied by prosperous peoples.
I could hardly believe that these two greatest and most deso-
late deserts in the world ever boasted of a fertile topsoil cap-
able of producing in abundance the products of ancient
agriculture.

How long will it be, I wondered, with our present unconcern
and waste, until this “desert disease” shall destroy for agri-
cultural purposes the lands of my district and the Nation.
Will the cities of our country ever stand deserted looking for
hundreds of miles on barren acres that once were the source
of their greatness, their wealth, their very life? Is this a
nation of unlimited resources, from which we can draw for-
ever, or is it possible that future generations will die for want
of the things we waste today?

Nations of the ancient world grew where the soil was fertile.
For generation after generation this Nation was strictly agri-
cultural, growing in power and wealth as new lands were
opened to cultivation. As our Nation grew, conservatisn
seemed a foolish waste of time. When the old farm became
unproductive new land could be had for liftle or nothing.
Our good fortune made us a nation of destroyers. We cleared
and burned our forests. When the new land became ex-
hausted by cultivation and erosion we moved to a new location
and repeated the process.

We have broken the orderly laws of nature and nature
has struck back to exact her penalties. In this case the cost
of the operation must be paid by the surgeon instead of the
patient. To his own sorrow man has changed the face of our
Nation.

In 1492, when Columbus came to America, eight-four-
teenths of our whole land, or considerably more than half,
was covered with virgin forests. The soil under these trees
was perfectly preserved. Today only half of our forest lands
remain, Five-fourteenths of our land was covered with
abundant grass and other vegetation, wholly protecting the
soil beneath. The other one-fourteenth was desert and
mountainous waste.

Thus only 500 years ago thirteen-fourteenths, or 93 per-
cent, of our whole Nation was covered with a deep rich top-
soil, adequately protected by forests and vegetation, Nature
not only guarded her treasure by covering it with the proper
plant life but added to its value with each falling leaf or
dying blade of grass.

Today we face a crisis not as well understood as many
through which the Nation has passed, but certainly just as
serious to our future welfare.

The soil-erosion specialists tell us that the dust storm of
May 11, 1934, swept 300,000,000 tons of fertile topsoil off the
great wheat plains, enough to spread a layer of soil 8 inches
deep over every foot of Noble County, in which I live. This
was only one of many dust storms, and a short time ago we
read in the paper that another dust storm was sweeping
great clouds of soil from the Texas Panhandle to the distant
State of Nebraska.

Where our forefathers saw the skies darkened by great
flocks of wildfowl, we see the sun made hazy because man
plowed under the grassy plains and exposed a dry soil to the
sun and wind. .

The hills and rolling sections of the counfry have been
farmed in most cases without plan or reason. Today streams
that the pioneers found clear and well stocked with fish are
clouded with the scil from millions of farms. Four hundred
million tons of soil material, gathered from my district and
ofther sections of the Middle West, are swept annually into
the Gulf of Mexico by the Mississippi River. Every year
wind and water erosion remove beyond use 3,000,000,000 tons
of soil worth not less than $400,000,000. The most conserva-
tive estimates show that at least $10,000,000,000 worth of soil
has forever gone since the first farmer began cultivation. If
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the farmers of the Nation had to replace at present prices
the nitrates, phosphates, and potash washed away in this soil,
the cost would be many times the $10,000,000,000. Erosion
has already destroyed for profitable farming 100,000,000
acres which were once fertile—an area almost four times as
large as the whole State of Ohio. Another 125,000,000 acres
are seriously damaged. One hundred million acres more are
threatened with damage. Our problem is magnified by the
fact that these acres belong to the best farm lands of the
United States.

Within 50 years another $20,000,000,000 worth of soil will
be gone unless this Nation and its farmers cooperate to pre-
vent it. Our only hope lies in saving the soil we have, for
it would take nature centuries to restore a topsoil that has
been swept away.

The problem is not alone for the farmer. It is just as
much the concern of city, village, and hamlet. Destroy any
city, and fertile lands and natural resources will build it
again. Destroy the soil, and no city will survive.

My own State is one of the leading agricultural States in
the Nation, yet the soil survey made in every county shows
that one-half of Ohio is subject to erosion.

Unfortunately, the worst eroded area in Ohio covers the
whole of my district. Only 10 percent of my district, located
principally along streams and rivers, is relatively free from
erosion. More than three-fourths of the topsoil and much
of the subsoil has been washed completely away from no less
than one-fourth of my six counties.

The balance of my distriet has suffered so seriously from
erosion that only the greatest effort can save us. Farms
that once yielded in abundance, making their owners well-
to-do and contributing to the growth of every city and the
wealth of every merchant, today will produce only a poor
living at twice the effort. Those of us that have spent our
lives in southeastern Ohio can hardly believe the indis-
putable facts.

The forces of Nature have stolen our soil so gradually and
quietly that we did not even realize that it was gone. Of
course, we observed barren hillsides and deep gullies. On
many a county road and at the end of many a country lane
we found deserted farmhouses. More and more our young
people journey to distant States and cities. The population
of our small counties declined, while that of the Nation
rapidly increased. ;

We deluded ourselves by thinking our children and neigh-
bors were going to fields of greater opportunity. That
greater luxuries, more conveniences could be found elsewhere
was accepted as the cause of all we observed.

Today I hope we understand. Today I hope we know.
Our soil was going, washing away so fast that we could nof
believe the figures if we did not know them to be true.

My distriet contains approximately 1,960,000 acres. One
inch of topsoil on an acre of ground weighs about 143 tons.
From much of my six counties at least 6 inches of topsoil
has been completely washed away since the forests were first
removed from the hills. No one can dispute the fact that
an average of 2 inches of topsoil is gone from the entire
district, and studies of the soil-conservation service show
that the loss far exceeds this figure.

A loss of 2 inches of soil means that 566,000,000 tons of
good rich earth have been lost forever to my people. Scrape
the remaining soil from 653,000 acres, and this 566,000,000
tons would cover them again with 6 inches of rich earth.
From this acreage, composed entirely of soil washed from
my district alone, could be grown enough corn to bring
$23,523,000 at present market prices.

In an acre of original Muskingum topsoil there was about
3,000 pounds of nitrogen. Thus, at 12 cents per pound,
$21,549,000 worth of nitrates have been washed from the
farms of my district.

In an acre of original Muskingum topsocil there was about
800 pounds of phosphorus. The value of the phosphates
that have been lost exceeds $3,066,000.

The loss in potash amounts to $100,086,000. These losses
are from erosion alone and do not calculate the loss in the
remaining soil caused by constant removal of crops.
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Think of the opportunity this would offer if by some
miracle we could get it back. Think of the radios, the auto-
mobiles, and home conveniences it would buy. Think how
many of our young people could find their happiness at
home. How many people would rush with joy to their de-
serted farms? How many businessmen would share this
abundant prosperity? Muddy streams and yellow rivers
have meant little to us in the past. We watched them flow
toward the ocean as a matter of natural course. Never again
can we enjoy such complacency.

The future must be different. Every time we see a stream
that is not clear we must shudder at the wealth we are
losing. We must see our hopes, our heritage, our very life,
flowing away with the current.

The problem is ours, and I can perform no greater service
than to make all of my people conscious of the great loss
that is continually taking place. Not only must we under-
stand our problem but we must learn to properly apply the
remedy.

Near Zanesville is a soil-erosion station, where many facts
have been established and many remedies proven. We can-
not get back the soil that is lost, but we can save that which
remains on our farms.

First, let us understand the course of water, for water
causes practically all erosion in my section. Water comes
to the earth in the form of sleet, snow, fog, dew, and rain.
Rain, because a large part of it rushes off immediately, is
the most damaging to our lands. Our problem is to prevent
the quick run-off of water. This can be accomplished best
on steep hills by reforestation. On slopes too steep to culti-
vate, grass or sod is most effective. The only hope for large
areas where the soil is practically gone is the planting of
trees. If we can make water move slowly, we accomplish
two necessary ends, We allow more of it to infiltrate into
the ground as a source of needed moisture and we check
erosion.

Many of our farms are hill farms, and we must continue
to cultivate them. Nevertheless, there are many things we
can do. The first step is to plan how we shall use every
acre of our farm to conserve the most soil. In our own
phrase, we should study “the lay of the land” and plant
accordingly. In addition, some soils erode more easily than
others. The character of the soil must be considered before
we can determine the best crop for a given acre of land.

Studies at the Soil Erosion Experiment Station near
Zanesville show that on a normal 12-percent slope 36.2 tons
of soil will wash away each year if the field is planted year
after year in corn. Such a field planted in corn for 28
consecutive years would lose T inches of topscil. If the
same field is planted in corn one year, wheat, and then
grass, a normal crop rotation in my district, it would take
189 years for the elements to destroy the same 7 inches of
soil. If the same field were covered every year with grass,
timothy, or native sod, it would take 15,000 years to wash it
away. Many of our hills are far more than a 12-percent
slope, and no change by man can protect them with the
same effectiveness as did Nature when she covered them
with grass and forests. The degree of slope has much effect
on the amount of erosion.

Where a 12-percent slope in continuous corn will lose 36.2
tons of earth per acre, an 8-percent slope will lose only 31.4
tons. Rotation for most farms in southeastern Ohio is not
only advantageous but it is positively necessary if our soil
is to be preserved.

In addition to crop rotation contour planting is abso-
lutely essential to soil conservation in my district. Thus,
when we plow with the contour of the land, the furrows are
always at right angles to the direction of the flow of surface
wwater. Each furrow then checks the water, permits it to
infiltrate better, and causes it to drop behind each furrow
much of the soil it is carrying.

Strip cropping also should be more generslly practiced,
especially on farms where hay is a needed crop. A long
strip of land on a hillside may be planted in corn. A strip
below may be planted in grass or other dense crops. The
soil washing from the cornfield will then be caught and held
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by the dense growth of the lower crop. On large fields
several strips of. alternating crops may be necessary to
check erosion with the maximum effect.

Erosion on some of our land has reached the stage where
gullies have developed. Some of these can be restored to
cultivation in a few years if the farmer will construct proper
check dams at intervals in each gully. A small line of posts
may be placed across the wash, and logs, brush, rocks, straw,
old wire, and other materials may be thrown behind them.

The growth of vegetation, grass, trees, and so forth, should
be encouraged. These dams retard the water and will often
be filled or entirely covered by soil washed from above.

Every farmer in my district may go to the soil-conserva-
tion service in Zanesville and see in actual operation the
many things he can do to preserve and improve the farm
upon which he and our district must depend in the futurs.
The future of all our 200,000 people will depend on our
willingness to learn about conservation.

The value of wildlife in America is $1,000,000,000, and the
future of game and fowl depends upon the shelter we give
them by a wise program of conservation. This wildlife pro-
duces $190,000,000 worth of fur and meat alone each year.
Forests and vegetation will protect and restore game as

well as check erosion.

Stop the waste of soil, clear our streams of silt, mine a.cids,
and factory pollution. Nature will then join hands with the
sportsmen of the Nation in filling our streams with fish.

Seven million of our people belong to fish and game clubs
and other sportsmen’s organizations. Each year 13,000,000
of our people buy licenses to hunt and fish. All these are
vitally interested in conservation.

While soil is our basic natural resource, we have two
other resources in my district from which we derive great
revenue and upon which this Nation depends for economic
strength. These are coal and oil, and the conservation of
both cannot longer be neglected.

Coal is absolutely necessary to our present and future
economic existence. It is our greatest source of heat and
power, both of which are indispensable to life and industry.

Our very civilization and well-being demand that we pre-
serve this great natural resource for which a suitable substi-
tute is extremely unlikely.. Low wages and cutthroat compe-
tition have made it impossible to secure the maximum amount
of coal from any given mine. That which was most acces-
sible and could be mined most cheaply was taken from the
vein. The rest was left in the mine. In fact, the report of
the Natural Resources Board shows that 35 percent of our
soft coal has been lost forever under conditions that have
existed in the coal industry. In Europe, where efforts have
been made toward stabilization, the loss in mining is only 5
percent,

When we realize that under present consumption and
present conditions the greater part of all coal east of the
Mississippi River will be practically gone within 100 years,
the situation is appalling. Concern for future generations,
as well as concern for those now engaged in mining, demand
that action be taken to stabilize the industry at the earliest
possible moment, and o insure sufficient wages and profits
to make it possible to mine all the coal instead of a part.

Coal has been, coal is, and coal will continue to be the
chief cornerstone upon which the progress and prosperity of
industrial America must rest. The problems of those en-
gaged in its production are the problems of all. Upon the
men who mine coal depends the welfare of the steel worker
and the worker in practically every factory in the Nation.

Vitally concerned is the farmer, who must depend upon
the earnings of all labor to purchase the products of his farm.

For several generations the miners of the Nation waged a
ceaseless struggle to secure in the form of wages a fair share
of the wealth they produce. Year after year, by the greatest
sacrifice and effort, working conditions steadily improved.

The depression, with its consequent loss of markets, swept
away temporarily the progress of years.. Collective bargain-
ing was not recognized and conditions of labor and rates of

pay were arbitrarily established by the owners of the mines.

Many operators bid far below their competitors and then
proceeded to pay starvation wages in an effort to realize a
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profit. Other operators who desired to be fair were forced to
cut wages in order to retain markets for their coal. This
system of underbidding and wage slashing continued until
the life of a miner in many cases was little better than that
of the galley slaves of ancient Rome. Miners were forced to
lay their own track, do their own timbering, and handle great
quantities of slate and waste without one cent of pay. Some
of them did almost as much work without pay as they did
with it. In some fields conditions were better, but in general
the industry was never in a more deplorable condition.

At this point the National Industrial Recovery Act was passed
by Congress. It gave the miners the right to collective bar-
gain'ng and it gave the operators an opportunity to cease cut-
ting each other's throats. The 5-day week, long a dream of
the miner, became a reality. Wages were increased and, gen-
erally, employment was greater and work was steadier than
it had been for years. A sick industry was far on the road
to recovery when the N. R. A. was declared unconstitutional.

The operators desire and are entitled to no more nor no
less than a fair return on their investment.

The miner who turns a God-given, natural resource into
wealth certainly has every moral right to a fair share of the
wealth he produces. He hopes for and deserves a wage that
will feed his family with wholesome food, clothe them re-
spectably, allow them to enjoy a reasonable share of the con-
veniences and luxuries his labor makes possible, and permit
his children to secure the same educational advantages as
are given to the children of those for whom he works. By
every rule of justice he is entitled to good wages for his
hazardous work; he is deserving of good working conditions
and the maximum guaranties of safety.

The Guffey bill has done much to stabilize the industry
and permit him to reap a harvest from his toil commen-
surate with the great public service he renders the Nation.

Conservation of coal is now possible for the first time in
American history.

I hope this and other wise legislation will preserve the
coal industry of my district for many years to come. I am
convinced that some similar legislation should be passed to
protect the oil industry from possible chaos and certain
waste. This industry ranks third in the United States and
stands second only to cotton in our national exports. It isa
great natural resource which we must conserve.

For generations we wasted the timber resources of our
Nation, and today we are spending great sums to restore
that which we so foolishly destroyed.

Unlike trees, oil cannot be replaced. Conditions should
be such that no well will be abandoned from which it is
possible to produce a reasonable supply of oil.

The question of conserving our natural resources is not
only the concern of Government; it is the concern of every
citizen. Upon land, coal, and oil we depend for food, heat,
clothing, and power. All must be conserved. Every man
must understand his part. This generation must act quickly
and wisely before it is too late. [Applause.]

Mr. LUNDEEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SECREST. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Will not the gentleman say that instead
of reducing appropriations when things are as serious as
he states we ought to increase them and intensify our efforts
to save American so0il?

Mr, SECREST. I had an amendment prepared for that
Very purpose.

Mr. WHITE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SECREST. 1 yield to the gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. WHITE. If the farm land of the United States is

deteriorating at such a rapid rate, how does the gentleman
account for the low price of good farm land?

Mr. SECREST. General business conditions, I would say,
are responsible for that.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. JOEN-
soN] may proceed for 2 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I cannot
believe that my good friend the gentleman from New York
is serious in offering this amendment, that, if adopted, would
practically destroy the soil-conservation service.

Mr. TABER. I can assure the gentleman that I am very
serious in offering the amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Since the gentleman from
New York says he is serious in offering his amendment, I
shall accept his word. Therefore we will assume that he is
serious in wanting to eliminate all of this technical infor-
mation that the soil-conservation service, and that service
only, has——

Mr. TABER. That is not what the amendment would
accomplish.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I disagree with the gentle-
man. The pending amendment, as I stated at the outset,
practically destroys the soil-conservation service. It strikes
at the very heart of the service. This is the first regular
appropriation ever made for this particular department.
Emergency funds were allocated last year for the soil-con-
servation service, and from all sources it received, as I re-
call, about $36,000,000. This service was established by an
act of Congress in 1935, and may I say that it has done a
marvelous job in the short time it has been in operation.

Bear in mind that although during its first year of opera-
tion the Soil Conservation Service has used some $36,000,000
and could advantageously use more than that next year,
considering the big job it has undertaken, the Bureau of the
Budget came along and cut the Department to $27,500,000.
Then the Appropriations Committee made another cut of
$5,000,000. In fact, the cut already taken by this Department
is so severe that I gave notice in the committee, and at least
intimated on the floor of the House a day or two ago, that I.
might, when this item was reached, offer an amendment
increasing it to the amount allowed by the Budget. I am sin-
cere in saying I feel very deeply that it ought to be done.
However, after a conference with Members of this as well as
another body at the other end of this Capitol Building, I shall.
not do so now. Frankly I have reason to believe that this
item will be taken care of in the Senate.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Will the gentleman offer that amend-
ment? I should like to vote for it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I shall not offer the amend—
ment under the circumstances, although I feel confident that.
such an amendment would prevail. Many other Members, I
am glad to say, have so expressed themselves, and the state-
ment made a few minutes ago by the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. UmsteEap] would indicate that the committee
feels kindly to the Soil Conservation Service. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. TaBerl,

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

For carrying into effect the provisions of section 37 of the act
entitled “An act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and
for other purposes”, approved August 24, 1935 (489 Stat., pp. 750—
793), $17,500,000 of the unobligated balance of the funds appro-
priated by Public Resolution No. 27, Seventy-third Congress, and
reappropriated by said section 37 of the act approved August 24,
1935, together with any unobligated balance of the appropriation
made for the same purposes for the fiscal year 1936 by sald sec-
tion 37, which balances are hereby continued avallable for obliga-
tion during the fiscal year 1937, for the ellmination of diseased
dairy and beef cattle, including cattle suffering from tuberculosis
or Bang's disease, for payments to owners with respect thereto, and
for other purposes, as authorized by sald section 37, including the
employment of persons and means in the District of Columbia and
elsewhere, printing and binding, the purchase, maintenance, opera-
tion, and repair of passenger-carrying vehicles necessary in the
conduct of field work outside the District of Columbia, and other
necessary expenses.

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WiTarow: Page 93, line 4, strike out
“$17,600,000" and insert “$29,150,000."

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I can assure you that
most of the Representatives from dairy districts, as well as

‘the dairy producers’ organizations of the country, are very.
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much interested in this particular amendment. My amend-
ment would raise the amount of $17,500,000 which is made
available under this particular paragraph to $29,150,000, or
an increase of $11,650,000.

Mr, TARVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WITHROW. I yield.

Mr. TARVER. The gentleman will notice that this is a
reappropriation of money which has heretofore been appro-
priated and which the Department was unable to use, and the
evidence before the subcommittee indicates it will not be able
to use any more than the amount here appropriated for the
next fiscal year. So why appropriate the money if they can-
not make use of it. They have about $32,000,000 under the
Jones-Connally Act which they have been unable to use, and
this is a reappropriation of $17,500,000, and if more were
needed the committee would have recommended it.

Mr. WITHROW. I should like to be heard on that.

Mr. TARVER, Of course, the Committee will hear the
gentleman.

Mr. WITHROW. I would increase the amount $11,650,000.
I realize there is carried in this paragraph an additional re-
appropriation of $3,000,000. Even with this $3,000,000 addi-
tional, the maximum possible program under this paragraph
would be $20,500,000. Under my amendment the possible
maximum program would be $32,150,000. Under the break-
down of the Department as shown in the testimony before
the Appropriations Committee, a maximum of $11,350,000 for
Bang’s disease is contemplated, notwithstanding the fact that
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1936, we will have
spent more than $18,000,000 for Bang’s disease. If the work
did not increase any over the present rate, the provision made
in this paragraph would be $7,000,000 short of the amount
necessary to carry on the same program for Bang's disease
for the next fiscal year. In addition, both Dr. Barnes, of
the Pennsylvania Bureau of Animal Industry, and Mr. Mos-
crip, president of the Twin City Milk Producers’ Associa-
tion, indicated that the work would go forward with much
greater rapidity in the next year than heretofore; and, there-
fore, estimated that $6,000,000 additional would be needed
if one-third more cows were tested next year than were tested
during the same period last year.

Certainly the $11,350,000 should be increased to at least
$18,000,000, the amount necessary to carry on Bang’s disease
work, based on the present program of the Bureau of Animal
Industry.

The Department includes in their program $1,500,000 for
bovine tuberculosis during the next fiscal year. We must add
to this an additional $1,500,000 carried in the regular United
States Department of Agriculture funds, making a total of
$3,000,000 for the next fiscal year.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that all debate on this paragraph and all
amendments thereto close in 20 minutes.

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I believe I am one of those
entitled to 5 minutes of the time, and I should like to give my
5 minutes to my colleague from Wisconsin to finish his
remarks on this subject.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Wrterow] is recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. WITHROW. In the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935,
we spent $9,500,000 for bovine tuberculosis, and in the fiscal
yvear ending June 30, 1936, $6,750,000. The Department
recommends reducing the amount to be spent during the next
fiscal year approximately 60 percent.

There is no contemplated plan for spending any money
for mastitis work, notwithstanding the fact that in 1935 we
spent $390,000, and will have spent during the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1936, an additional $610,000. There is a
general and widespread demand throughout the United
States for the continuance of mastitis work. The committee
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entirely disregarded the testimony of Dr. Mohler, who testi-
fied that mastitis was not under control and that it was only
secondary in economic importance to Bang’s disease; that
it was more important than tuberculosis.

In addition, only $7,500,000 is to be available for the pur-
chase of surplus dairy products, whereas at least $15,000,000
will be necessary because of the increase in production of
dairy products which it is anticipated will occur from natu-
ral sources and the additional increase that we anticipate will
arise due to the taking out of land used for the production
of cotton, wheat, corn, and tobacco and putting it into dairy-
ing under the Soil Conservation Act.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. WITHROW. Yes; I yield.

Mr. REED of New York. Does this call for the appropria-
tion of any more money?

Mr. WITHROW. No; there is no additional appropriation
involved whatsoever. These are unexpended balances. They
have not been expended, and in their reappropriation lies the
only safety valve the dairy producer will have during the next
fiscal year. If they are not needed, they will not be spent.
The testimony before the committee was that of June 30,
1936, there will be more than $32,000,000 in unexpended
balances.

Even you who are the most optimistic must realize that
the program proposed by the Agricultural Department rela-
tive to diseased animals and the purchase of dairy sur-
pluses is liable to be entirely inadequate. We from the dairy
States are very much concerned. We are fearful that the
dairy surpluses during the next fiscal year will reach their
peak because of the passage of certain pieces of legislation
the effects of which we are fearful of. Whether we are
right in this fear remains to be seen, but during the interim
we feel it is no more than fair and proper that the interests
of our constituents should be protected.

Gentlemen, do not fool yourselves. This is the only oppor-
tunity you will have to perfect legislation that will safeguard
your people against anticipated surpluses, By reason of the
difficulty of administration of a production-control program
for dairying we have not been able to participate in the
benefits that have accrued to some by reason of the passage
of the A. A, A.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. WITHROW. Yes; I yield.

Mr. REED of New York. I have not any time, and I can-
not get any time. I represent a dairy section. Is not this
of deep concern, not only to dairymen themselves but to the
consumers of diseased milk?

Mr. WITHROW. It is.

Mr. REED of New York. I wish the gentleman would
enlarge on that for a moment,

Mr. WITHROW. It is not only desirable but necessary
that milk be produced from healthy animals, or at least
animals which are free from diseases communicable to hu-
man beings, so that people have no fear of drinking it in
large quantities. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, when I made my remarks
earlier in the afternoon in regard to this bill, about stand-
ing by the committee, I did not know that Bess, the old
milk cow, was coming in later on. I cannot forget old Bess.
There are two or three things in this that I think we should
bear in mind. First, we have spent millions of dollars on
the control of tuberculosis and Bang’s disease. If we let up
in our intensive campaign, much of that work will be lost.
The work that we have done is of little value if the disease
comes back again into these herds. We must wipe it out
entirely. It is true that under the Triple A the dairy inter-
ests have not received the benefits that other agricultural
lines have received. That is due largely to the fact that they
could not get together on any definite program of coopera-
tion with the Department.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr.Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PIERCE. Yes.
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Mr. BIERMANN. The price of dairy products is two or
three times as high as they were 2 or 3 years ago.

Mr. PIERCE. Not two or three times as high, but some-
what higher, about 50 percent, but the dairy interests have
not received anything like the benefits the hog men or the
wheat men obtained, nor have they received an increase
comparable with the general prosperity of the country.

Mr. BIERMANN. They have certainly received a large
henefit.

Mr. PIERCE. The Administration, under the able manage-
ment of Secretary Wallace, would have been glad to extend
the help of the A. A. A. to the dairy interests had they been

able to get together, but the difficulty has been to follow the |

milk from the farm on into the city and get for the man who
produced the milk anything like his proportion of the money
that the dairy products cost the ultimate consumer.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIERCE: I yield.

Mr. ANDRESEN. The gentleman is one of the fine expe-
rienced farmers that we have in the House. Is it his opinion
that the Bang’'s disease can be eradicated if the program is
carried on?

Mr. PIERCE. I believe it can be. I am so informed by
those who ought to know. I am much taken with the argu-
ment that this amendment should pass because these are
simply reappropriations.

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIERCE. 1 yield.

Mr. BOILEAU. In view of the fact that we are spending
about $500,000,000 to conserve the soil, does not the gentle-
man think it is well to spend a little more money to conserve
the dairy cattle and to eliminate the undesirable and diseased
cattle and enable a person to get wholesome milk by keeping
the best cows?

Mr. PIERCE. I surely do. In the State of Oregon we
have practically wiped out tuberculosis, but Bang's disease
is still with us. It is a serious problem with the dairymen,
especially the small dairyman, who cannot handle it himself.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., PIERCE. 1 yield.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Does not the gentleman think it is strange
that, with all the money we have spent in this country to
eliminate tuberculosis, in all our reciprocal-tariff agreements,
this country has let in milk and milk products from Canadian
cattle that are not tuberculin tested?

Mr. PIERCE. I have no defense to make for letting in from
Canada products that come in competition with the dairy cow.

Mr. ANDRESEN. The gentleman admits, then, he is hurt
and the dairy farmers are hurt because of the importations
of dairy products from Canada and other countries?

Mr. BIERMANN. Oh, that is ridiculous. The markets
opened up for dairy products and farm products are much
greater than the little bunch of territory they have given in
return.

Mr. ANDRESEN. I am only stating what the gentleman
from Oregon has stated, and he is one of the leading Demo-
crats of this House.

Mr. BIERMANN. The genfleman has not said that, and I
do not believe he will say it.

Mr. PIERCE. I am going to vote for this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Oregon
has expired.

Mr. CULKIN, Mr, Chairman, the dairyman is truly the
forgotten man in the farm situation. I am not going to
make any political inferences from that. I am more con-
cerned about getting this additional money to aid the dairy-
man’s present difficult condition.

I have made some rough figures, and I find that since
this administration came into power approximately $2,300,-
000,000 have been spent on the farm situation. There was
$1,321,000,000 from the A. A. A., $500,000,000 heretofore voted
on the soil-conservation measure, and approximately $500,-
000,000 on departmental appropriation bills. Out of this
vast sum the dairying group has had practically nothing,
It is true that they are not as vocal as some other groups.
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The amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
simply extends an appropriation. It does not add to it. In
that connection I have no criticism of this committee. We
simply say that, perhaps, the facts were not placed fully
before them. Perhaps the Department of Agriculture was
not militant enough in this situation; but we do know that
in order to carry out this program of disease eradication, of
which the dairyman himself pays the greater part, it is
necessary to have these additional funds. The case is fully
stated in a letter from the National Milk Producers Federa-
tion, which, with your permission, I will insert at this point
in my discussion of this question:

THE NATIONAL COOPERATIVE MILK PRODUCERS' FEDERATION,
Washington, D. C., February 27, 1936.
Hon. Francis D. CULEIN,

Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. CuLKIN: The appropriation bill for the Department of
Agriculture for the year 1937 now being considered by the House
has provided totally inadequate funds for the continuation of the
Federal program for the control of bovine diseases in dairy cows-
and cattle in this country.

The bill provides a total appropriation of $20,500,000, of which
amount $7,500,000 is provided for the purchase of surplus dairy
products for distribution in rellef channels, and the remaining
$13,000,000 is to be divided as follows: $11,350,000 for the eradica-
tion of Bang's disease, $1,500,000 for the eradication of bovine
tuberculosis, and $150,000 for experimental work in connection
with bovine diseases.

The appropriation of $11,350,000 for Bang's disease is hardly more
than half of the amount now being spent for that purpose. The
Bureau of Animal Industry is now spending an average of $1,500,-
000 a month on the eradication of Bang's disease. This makes a
total of $18,000,000 necessary for this work, while the appropriation
bill provides only $11,350,000.

The bill provides no funds whatsoever for the eradication of
mastitis, although Dr. Mohler, Chief of the Bureau of Animal In-
dustry, in testifying before the Agricultural SBubcommittee, stated
that this disease is secondary in economic importance only to
Bang's disease, !

Mr. WiterOow, of Wisconsin, will propose an amendment today,
on page 93 of the bill, at line 24, to change the amount of the ap-
propriation from $17,500,000 to $29,150,000. This will mean an
addition of $11,650,000, of which $6,650,000 is necessary to bring the
funds for Bang's disease up to the sum of $18,000,000 necessary to
continue the work at its present level, and $5,000,000 is necessary
to carry out a program for the eradication of mastitis.

This program of disease control and the purchase of surplus
dairy products for relief purposes is the only assistance the dairy
farmers have had from this administration. Congress, in the Jones-
Connally Act and in the A. A. A, amendments of last year, indi-
cated its desire to carry out this policy as regards dalry farmers.
At the beginning of the fiscal year 1937 there will be approximately
$32,000,000 in the Treasury of the United States which has already
been appropriated and which has not been used. The Withrow
amendment will not require any new funds, and thus will not in-
crease the total Budget, but will only make available for use
during the next fiscal year part of the Jones-Connally funds
already appropriated.

I trust that we may have your active support in favor of this
amendment,

Very truly yours,
CHAs. W. HOLMAN,
Secretary, The National Cooperative
Milk Producers' Federation.

This amendment involves an added authorization of $11,-
000,000. It includes $5,000,000 for mastitis, for which nothing
is carried. That is a disease that goes into the milk and is
communicable to human beings. An additional amount for
Bang's disease of a little over $6,000,000. That adds to the
appropriation $11,000,000, and will carry on the program
of disease eradication at the present pace. It does not accel-
erate it.

May I say for the information of the House that my own
State regards this as so important that the State itself is
putting into this program this year $3,500,000. We do not
criticize the committee, The committee was perhaps badly
advised. They must rely on their technicians. The tech-
nicians of the dairying group in America now tell us that this
additional money is necessary; first, in order to conserve the
dairyman’s situation; and second, to conserve public health.
You do no violence to the cause of worth-while legislation
when you vote the sum of $30,000,000 for good milk. The
cow is the foster mother of the human race. American child-
hood depends on milk. American invalids and American mid-
dle life depend on good milk, Milk has now come to be the
favorite beverage of all ages and all walks of life. This added
sum of money is essential to the carrying out of this dis-
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ease-eradication program as it is viewed by the technicians
in the dairy field.

It is the unanimous voice of the dairying group in America
that in the interests of a proper supply of milk this sum
should be added to this bill. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, there is no man
in the House who has more cause to dread Bang's disease
than I have. I have lost two herds by this malady. One of
them I spent 15 years building up, and then had to send it
to the abatteir. I was the first man to move a specific ap-
propriation for the control of Bang’s disease, so I believe I
can speak with some personal interest on the subject. We
have made more than ample provision for this item.

We provided last year, Mr. Chairman, only $4,000,000.
This year we are giving three times the amount had last
year.

Mr. Chairman, if we appropriated more they would not
have the personnel to spend it. I ask for a vote on the
amendment.

[{Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN, All time for debate on this paragraph
has expired.

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

The guestion was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Tarver) there were—ayes 39, noes 90.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

FOREST ROADS AND TRAILS

For carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Federal
Highway Act approved November 9, 1821 (U. 8. C., title 23, sec.
23), including not to exceed $95,240 for departmental personal
services in the District of Columbia, $7,082,600, which sum is
compased of $3,500,000, the balance of the amount authorized to
be appropriated for the fiscal year 1936, by the act approved
June 18, 1934, and $3,582,600, part of the sum of $10,000,000 au-
thorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year 1937 by the act
approved June 18, 1884: Provided, That the BSecretary of Agri-
culture shall, upon the approval of this act, apportion, and pro-
rate among the several States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico, as pro-
vided in section 23 of said Federal Highway Act, the sum of
$10,000,000 authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1837, by the act approved June 18, 1934: Provided
further, That the Secretary of Agriculture shall incur obligations,
approve projects, or enter into contracts under his apportionment
and prorating of this authorization, and his action in so doing
shall be deemed a contractual obligation on the part of the Fed-
eral Government for the payment of the cost thereof: Provided
further, That total expenditures on account of any State or Ter-
ritory shall at no time exceed its authorized apportionment: Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall be available for the
rental, purchase, or construction of builldings necessary for the
storage of equipment and supplies used for road and trail con-
struction and maintenance, but the total cost of any such build-
ing purchased or constructed under this authorization shall not
exceed $2,500: Provided furither, That during the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1837, the ex tures on forest highways In Alaska
from the amount herein appropriated shall not exceed $250,000.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITE: Page 94, line 21, after the
word “Columbia”, strike out “$7,082,600” and insert in lieu therof
*$8,000,000.”

Mr. WHITE. Mr, Chairman, this is a very important
matter. I ask unanimous consent that I may speak for an
additional 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Idaho?

There was no objection.

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I should like 5 minutes
on this amendment.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The Committee would like to
reserve 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that all debate
on this paragraph and all amendments thereto close in 20
minutes.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of ‘the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, by this amendment I am
seeking to restore the figures to the amount recommended
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by the Budget. Turning to page 16 of the report on the
bill, you will see that for forest roads and trails the Budget
recommended $8,000,000.

If there is anything important for the development of
industry in this section of the country, it is the development
of roads by the Federal Government.

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt the gentle-
man simply to point out that the amount recommended by
the committee is identical with the sum which was appro-
priated last year.

Mr. WHITE. But it was not recommended by the Budget.
The Budget recommended $8,000,000.

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out to the committee by
the use of this map that in the district of central Idaho we
have the greatest concentration of forest reserves in the
United States. This topographical map of Idaho, showingz
the mountain ranges and valleys, indicates that it is one of
the most rugged districts of the United States.

When the forest reserve was set aside it just so happened
that they found in this great rugged, mountainous section
unclaimed, unappropriated lands; and in this district we
have what is said by Dr. Finch, the head of the Bureau of
Mines, to be one of the greatest undeveloped gold areas in
the United States. We last year increased the price of gold
from $20.63 to $35 an ounce. By this legislation we put an
annual premium on gold mined under the British flag to the
extent of $225,000,000, yet we are leaving our gold properties
in the national forests locked up for the want of sufficient
roads. This is a matter the President has taken an in-
terest in.

Mr. Chairman, I read an excerpt from a paper written by
Dr. Francis Thomson, at one time the head of our Burean of
Mines but now the head of the Montana School of Mines.
He has this to say about the great gold fields of central
Idaho:

The Idaho batholith is probably one uf the best-known geologic
features of the Pacific Northwest. * “From gold veins in
the batholith and in ite roof were derived the placers of Bolse
Basin, in south-central Idaho, and Elk City, Florence, Pierce City,
and other camps of north-central Idaho, all of which were so
abundantly productive in the 60's and 70’s.” * * * (Accredited
by the United States Geological Survey with a gold production of
$250,000,000.)

The principal ore deposits of the country are steeply dipping
fissure veins carrying principally gold and silver in a quartz

LI
s&gggh veins compare favorably, so far as size is concerned, with
the gold veins of Australia, California, and Cripple Creek. The
:to ca.uego 3;1:.3 ileposlts are purposely omitted from the tabulation
ven ai

The lack of suitable highways is such that, under existing trans-
portation conditions, only placer mining and the working of
bonanza gold veins could be expected to show a profit.

Mr. Chairman, I went into that district and was amazed
at its extent. If extends from Orofino clear down to the
great Boise Basin, ‘a distance of 300 miles. All through
these mountainous regions are old camps on big veins of ore
that could not be worked by the old-fashioned amalgama-
tion process, due to the refractory nature of the ore and
distance from transportation. The miners and prospectors
have made mining locations on these low-grade gold-bearing
veins and conformed to the Government’s requirements to
retain title to these properties, many doing annual assess-
ment work year after year, waiting for the day when the
Government will build the necessary roads to give them an
outlet.

Mining experts agree that in a country that has produced
so much gold from its placers, the lodes and veins will pro-
duce as much or more than has been produced in the past.

It takes expensive machinery and a continual supply of
diesel fuel oil to operate the machinery. Until we build
Toads into that great country we cannot bring these prop-
erties into production.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. LUNDEEN. What is that six hundred million tag up
at the top?

Mr. WHITE. That tag represents the production of the
great Coeur d'Alene lead-silver field, one of the biggest
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silver-lead fields in the United States. South of that dis-
trict we have the great Idaho gold-producing country.
There are a large number of mines to be opened up out
there, and right now the miners are struggling to bring in
their machinery. In some places they are snubbing it down
the hills with ropes on account of the ruggedness of the
country and the lack of roads. There may be three or four
mountain ranges between the main road and the place where
the ore deposit is located.

Mr. Chairman, the President of the United States has ex-
pressed an interest in this matter, and I am going to read an
extract from a letter signed by the President, dated August
13, 1935:

I think we all recognize the need for specially active measures
toward reducing the forest-fire losses in the particularly hazardous
country in Idaho and that roads for this purpose naturally have
first call on our resources,

Further on he said:

- I understand that most of these roads are being built to improve
the facilities for protection of the forests against fire, and for this
purpose they are logically located along the ridges, whereas roads
to be of most use in mining development would be along the valley
bottoms.

Due to the policy followed by the Forest Service in building

these roads for fire protection, the roads are built to the top
of the hill; then along the top of the ridge over high mountain
ranges in some places that are five and six thousand feet
high. The road traverses the summit and stays there. Of
course, that is very convenient in fighting fires but does not
help the miners.
. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the attention of the Members
of the Committee to the further fact that these miners and
their properties are entirely dependent on the Federal Gov-
ernment and the Forest Service for the construction of roads,
because the State and county governments cannot go into
the forest and build these roads. Only the main trunk roads
are built by the States and counties, and these with Federal
aid.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. ANDRESEN. I have heard of a great many in-
stances where private companies have gone out West and
built roads for many, many miles, putting in pipe lines, mov-
ing machinery in there, and so forth, at an enormous ex-
pense. If it is so profitable to mine gold at the present
time, why do not the companies build their own roads?

Mr. WHITE. May I call the gentleman’s attention to the
fact we are interested in developing an industry? Those
mines have not yet reached the developing stage. They are
faced with the expense of building camps, in equipping their
property, prospecting, installing machinery, and bringing in
diesel oil, and so forth. May I call the attention of the
gentleman to the further fact that once these mines are
brought into production the Government steps in and
through the capital tax, income tax, and all the other taxes,
it is estimated the Government gets a profit of 30 percent
in the production of the mines.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I have asked for time,
not to speak on this particular amendment, but for the pur-
pose of addressing my remarks to the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Appropriations, who stated that last year there
was spent but $4,000,000 for Bang’s disease in the United
States by the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Out of this bill.

Mr. ANDRESEN. That might be true.

Mr. WITHROW. No; it is not true. First, we will take
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1935. There was spent in
that year $10,687,175. The year to which the chairman ad-
dressed his remarks, namely, the fiscal year ending June 30,
1936. There was spent out of the Jones-Connally fund, in-
volved in this paragraph, $14,467,825, and the fund under
section 37 of the act of August 24, 1935, an additional
$4,000,000, making a total of $18,467,825 for Bang’s disease.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WITHROW. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gentleman recalls that the
original Jones-Connally Act authorized the appropriation of
$250,000,000.

Mr. WITHROW. Yes.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Two hundred million dollars
for the control of agricultural surpluses and $50,000,000 for
the purchase of excess products to be given under relief. Of
that sum, the bill passed appropriated $100,000,000.

Mr, WITHROW. Of the $200,000,000.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Of the $200,000,000 and $50,-
000,000. We have left about $29,000,000 unexpended balance
or surplus in the Jones-Connally fund.

We are appropriating out of the unexpended balance
$17,500,000, but, as provided by this bill last year, there was
expended only $4,000,000.

Mr. WITHROW. The gentleman is absolutely wrong.
Over $18,000,000 was spent for Bang’s disease last year.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gentleman from Missouri
is absolutely right. That was out of the Jones-Connally
fund.

Mr. WITHROW. That is the fund involved in this par-
ticular paragraph.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. That was not out of the agri-
cultural bill for 1936, which is the companion to this bill for
1937. That bill provided only $4,000,000.

Mr,. WITHROW. The gentleman inferred to the House—

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I did not infer at all. I made
a statement. :

Mr. WITHROW. The gentleman inferred that $4,000,000
was spent for Bang's disease, when, as a matter of fact,
more than $18,000,000 was spent for Bang’s disease, and the
gentleman knows that is the fact.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. We are not considering emer-
gency funds. We are considering the bill before the House.
This bill last year appropriated $4,000,000 for Bang's dis-
ease. This year we are providing $13,350,000,

Mr. WITHROW. I do not yield further to the gentleman.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. The gentleman asks me a
question. I have answered it.

Mr. WITHROW. The gentleman said there was $4,000,-
000 spent, when, as a matter of fact, $18,000,000 was spent.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. If the gentleman says this bill
carried $18,000,000 last year, he is sadly misinformed. If
carried $4,000,000. This year it carries more than three
times as much as it carried last year.

Mr. TARVER. Mr, Chairman, a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. TARVER. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Witarow] should address his remarks to the pending
amendment. The amendment covering Bang's disease has
been disposed of by the Committee; therefore the remarks
of the gentleman are noi addressed to the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. WITHROW. Mr.Chairman,I realize I am not address-
ing my remarks to the pending amendment, but I thought
in all fairness to myself and the Committee, inasmuch as we
were arguing upon the premise that $18,000,000 was spent for
Bang’s disease last year, I should have the right to be heard
on the matter, and I want to say that this is just in keeping
with the way the dairy producer has been treated during the
past few sessions of the Congress. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a
vote on the pending amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. WHITE].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer a preferential
motion

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, CuLemN moves that the Committee do now rise and report
the bill back to the House with the recommendation that the
enacting clause be stricken out.

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
ask the gentleman if he is opposed to the bill?
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Mr. CULKIN. Yes; in its present form.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CULKIN. Mr, Chairman, the colloquy between the
distinguished chairman of the subcommittee and my friend,
the gentleman from Wisconsin, indicated that the members
of this committee on the other side of the aisle got a mis-
taken impression from the distinguished chairman of the
subcommittee as to the amount of money that was spent
last year on Bang's disease.

I have fairly average hearing and can claim at least not
to be subnormal and my understanding from what the gen-
tleman said was that only $4,000,000 had been spent on
Bang’s disease in the year 1935. Now, there was spent on
Bang's disease in the year 1935 a sum amounting to more
than $18,000,000. Under this bill that amount is reduced to
$11,000,000, $7,000,000 less than is necessary for the carrying
on of this program.

It occurs to me that in view of this misunderstanding that
the gentlemen on the other side of the aisle voted under a
misapprehension. It would therefore be due to legislative
propriety to return to that amendment anew.

Mr. TARVER. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CULKIN. Yes.

Mr. TARVER. It occurs to me that the essential question
involved is whether the Department needs and can use in
this work for the next fiscal year more money than has been
recommended in this bill. According to the estimates before
us, they cannot use more.

Mr. CULKIN. I am familiar with that situation. Dr.
Mohler testified, or at least I so inferred, that this is all
that is necessary; but the dairy group in America do not
agree with Dr. Mohler. They think he is slowing down this
program, and every day that this program is slowed down
creates a greater menace to the dairy herds of America and
a greater menace to the welfare of the people of America,
because, as I stated a moment ago, these diseases are, in
fact, communicable.

The CHATRMAN. The gquestion is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York to strike out the enacting
clause.

The motion was rejected.

The Clerk concluded the reading of the bill.

Mr. EENNEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word and ask unanimous consent to proceed out of order for
5 minutes.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that all debate on this paragraph and all amend-
ments thereto close in 5 minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the reguest of the
gentleman from Missouri.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey asks
unanimous consent to proceed out of order. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. TreapwaY] on Monday last addressed the
House shortly after remarks made by me. During my re-
marks the gentleman from Massachusetts endeavored to
interrupt, as appears on page 2693 of the Recorp, after I
bhad made reference to the gentleman.

As soon as he obtained the floor in his own time he com-
plained because he was noft yielded to and immediately set
himself up as an arbiter of courtesy, choosing to call names
and hurl an epithet. Of course, I prefer that the gentle-
man do that in his own time, of which he always seems to
have plenty.

Evidently the gentleman from Massachusetts does not like
arch high priests, because in his first breath he hurled the
epithet “arch high priest”, which, of course, we must assume
to be a part of his tenets of courtesy. The very courteous
gentleman would have it appear that he desired to make a
correction. But the gentleman made no correction in his
own time, so that on that score he should have no complaint.
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The gentleman from Massachusetts attempted the following
as his correction:
He said that the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, TrEADWAY]

seemed worried about a tax bill. He was absolutaly in error about
that, I have not the slightest worry about possible tax

bill * «

It will be observed that according to the very words of the
gentleman from Massachusetts I did not say he had the
slightest worry about a possible tax bill. What I did say
was, “He seems to be worried about the new tax plan that
is coming into being.” The gentleman must know that
things are not always what they seem. However, I insist he
had a worried look about him-and seemed to me to be
worried. In point of fact, therefore, the gentleman made no
correction in the course of his statement.

The gentleman from Massachusetts further dwelt on the
subject of a course of courtesy in a great institution of learn-
ing. May I say to the gentleman that there was no such
course in my time. None was necessary, not even for me.
Neither was there any course in discourtesy.

My main purpose in making this comment is not because
of any feeling that the gentleman from Massachusetts can
deprive anyone of the quality of courtesy, but rather to clear
up a doubt which he expressed when he said:

On the other hand, I doubt very much whether the course of
training in that splendid institution hat.l any leaning toward ad-
vocating gambling or lotteries * *

I wish to say to the gentleman tha.t. he need have no doubt
whatever. The courses of training in the institution he re-
ferred to have no leaning whatever toward advocating gam-
bling or lotteries in the sense that the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts implies. As a matter of plain fact, they frown
upon gambling and lotteries of that character.

I wish to state, however, that that is not the kind of lot-
tery to which I directed the gentleman’s attention through an
editorial appearing in a leading newspaper circulating in his
congressional district, the Springfield Republican. Rather
was it the kind of lottery that evidenfly saved the individ-
uality of Williams College.

The gentleman from Massachusetts is a graduate of Am-~
herst College. He perhaps knows, as history records it, that
Amherst College at its beginning came out of the loins of
Williams. What is more, the establishment of Amherst
brought on a concerted movement to merge Williams with
Ambherst, the merged institution to have its seat at Amherst.

Williams College did not, however, merge with Amherst,
It retained its individuality. It is a great college. To the
credit of the gentleman he said, “I have a very high regard for
the institution of learning situated in my district from which
that gentleman graduated.” There can probably be no regret
on the part of the gentleman that Williams is still Williams.

What enabled the college to retain its individuality? One
of the main reasons was that the people of the district now
represented by the gentleman had previously made their
contributions to a lottery conducted by the Williamstown
Free School, out of which grew Williams College, pursuant to
authority vested in it by the senate and house of representa-
tives in general court assembled in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts.

It is a matter of history that Charles A. Dewey, a native
of Williamstown, Mass., and an alumnus of Williams of the
class of 1811, appeared before the Massachusetts Legislature
in 1819 and presented strong argument against removal of
the college from Williamstown. He referred to the fact that
funds had been realized by the college from a lottery in which
the residents of Williamstown and the surrounding towns,
now constituting the gentleman’s congressional district, par-
ticipated. Mr. Dewey argued that the sale of the tickets was
made in that region of the Berkshire Hills and that the lot-
tery in its practical operation proved to be a tax upon the
local inhabitants and that the good people of the neighbor-
hood should not be deprived of the institution for which they
were taxed, although the tax was voluntary. The legislature
did not order its removal. The college was preserved.

I would hesitate to call the people in the neighborhood of
the institution advocates of gambling or lotteries for having
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saved the institution for Williamstown, nor would I reflect
upon their descendants now inhabiting the First Congres-
sional District of the State of Massachusetts.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members who have spoken on this bill
during its consideration have 5 legislative days within which
to extend their remarks in the Recorp on the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
certain letters.

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Chairman, on page 32 the
Committee adopted two amendments correcting supposed
typographical errors, It now develops that those amend-
ments were unnecessary, and I ask unanimous consent to
vacate the proceedings by which those amendments were
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed for 2 minutes concerning a very
important item in this bill.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOENSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, yesterday
while we were in rather a hilarious mood, feeling liberal,
even more than liberal, the members of this Committee voted
a $25,000,000 increase for the Forest Service, to buy certain
lands in various sections of the country that no doubt con-
stituents of certain Members of Congress desire to unload on
the great, magnanimous Government of the United States.
I understand the Chairman of this Committee will ask for 2
separate vote upon this amendment, and I cannot conceive
of so large an item as this $25,000,000 increase remaining in
this bill.

Mr. PARSONS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that the gentleman is not addressing himself fo any amend-
ment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Now, of course, Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Illinois, who is author of this
$25,000,000, cannot be serious in his point of order. I am
talking too much to the point to suit him. I obtained unani-
mous consent to speak, Mr. Chairman, and I hope the gentle-
man will not object to a brief discussion of his amendment
nor to a record vote on it that I understand will be de-
manded within a few minutes. Let me call the gentleman’s
attention, as well as the attention of other Members, to the
fact that since 1932 there has been expended for the same
purpose as proposed in my good friend’s amendment, outside
of the money expended for slum clearance by P. W. A. and
other agencies, the enormous sum of $106,442,856. There-
fore, it is only fair to say that Congress has been liberal, if
not magnanimous, in this respect.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr.Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Yes.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr, Chairman, the gentleman said that
constituents of certain Members of Congress wanted to un-
load some land on the Government. Can the gentleman
name those Members of Congress?

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Let me assure the gentle-
man that I meant no reflection on Members of Congress per-
sonally or otherwise. But the fact remains, and no one will
deny, that there are constituents of several Members who
are extremely anxious to unload a lot of land, worthless and
otherwise, on the Federal Government. Let us not cloud the
issue. Let us not falk economy at home and vote for $25,-
000,000 increases as if it were 25 cents. Here is an oppor-
tunity to make a real record for economy in government.
Your vote today on this item will speak louder than loud
speakers on rigid economy at home. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla-
homa has expired.
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Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I move that the
Committee do now rise and report the bill, with the amend-
ments, back to the House, with the recommendation that the
amendments be agreed to and that the bill as amended do
pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. McREYNoOLDS, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported
that that Committee had had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 11418) making appropriations for the Department of
Agriculture and for the Farm Credit Administration for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1937, and for other purposes, and
had directed him to report the same back with sundry amend-
ments, with the recommendation that the amendments be
agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass.

Mr, CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I move the pre-
vious question on the bill and amendments to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded upon any
amendment?

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a separate vote on the
Fulmer amendment adding $2,000,000 and on the Parsons
amendment adding $25,000,000.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Fulmer
amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 50, after line 3, insert the following:

“COOPERATION IN FOREST-LAND MANAGEMENT

“For carrying out the purposes of the act entitled ‘An act to
authorize cooperation with the several States for the purpose of
stimulating the acquisition, development, and proper administra-
tion and management of State forests and coordinating Federal
and State activities in carrying out a national program of forest-
land management, and for other purposes’, approved August 29,
1935 (49 Stat. 963), $2,600,000.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The question was faken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. FuLMeR) there were—ayes 48, noes 101.

So the amendment was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Parsons
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 50, line 13, strike out the pericd, insert a semicolon, and
add the following language: “For the acquisition of forest lands
under the provisions of the act approved March 1, 1911 (36 Stat.,
p. 961), as amended, United States Code, title 16, sections 500,
518, 515, 516, 517, 518, 519, 521, 552, 563, $25,000,000, of which
amount the sum of $10,000,000 shall be available for expenditure
immediately upon approval of this act.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Parsons) there were—ayes 47, noes 113.

So the amendment was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the
bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table,
CONFEDERATED BANDS OF UTE INDIANS LOCATED IN UTAH, COLORADO,
AND NEW MEXICO

Mr, ROGERS of Oklahoma submitted the following con-
ference report on the bill (S. 381) for the relief of the
Confederated Bands of Ute Indians located in Utah, Colo-
rado, and New Mexico:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill (S. 381) for
the relief of the Confederated Bands of Ute Indians located in
Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico, having met, after full and free
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conference, have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its amendment numbered (2) two
to the said bill.

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amendment
of the House numbered (1) one to the said bill, and agree to the

me.

Usaer L. BURDICKE,
Managers on the part of the House.

EimMER THOMAS,

LYNN J. FRAZIER,

W. J. BuLow,
Managers on the part of the Senate,

ETATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the
House to the bill (S. 881) for the relief of the Confederated Bands
of Ute Indians located in Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico report
as follows:

This bill provides for the payment of $161,400 to the Ute Indians
for 64,560 acres of land in western Colorado taken from said
Indians by the United States by Executive orders dated December
6, 1916, and September 27, 1824. The lands concerned are ofl-
shale lands, and were taken in the first instance by the United
States during the late World War as a naval oil reserve. The bill
provides for the payment to the Indians at the rate of $2.50
per acre—the minimum set by existing statutes as the price to
be paid for oil-shale land.

The bill as passed by the Senate provided that the payment of
this sum should be “without prejudice to the claim of said Indians
for 4-percent interest on sald sums from the date of said Executive
orders.”

The House, by amendment no. 1, struck out this provision.
The conferees from the Senate receded from its disagreement to
this amendment, it being the opinion of the conferees that the
words struck out are immaterial and that the of the
agreement of June 15, 1880, should govern the payment of
interest.

The House, by amendment no. 2, also amended the bill so as to
provide: “Provided, That from the amounts authorized to be
appropriated for the foregoing shall be deducted all
gratuities granted to said tribe as deflned in the Second Deficiency
Appropriation Act for 1835.”

With respect to this amendment, the conferees had communica-
tions from the Comptroller General stating that it was not the
function of the Comptroller to determine what is a gratuity.
Moreover, the conferees ascertained that these same Indians ob-
tained a large judgment against the United States in 1912, at which
time all back claims of the Indians and the United States were
adjusted against each other, and that all disbursements made by
the United States for the benefit of said Indians up to 1033 have
been paid out of the sum awarded to the Indians in 1911. There
are, therefore, few, if any, gratuities that have been expended for
the benefit of these Indians,

Further, it was ascertalned by the conferees that the United
States is still trustee for said Indians of the proceeds received or
to be received from the sale of over 7,000,000 acres of land, which,
under an existing treaty with sald Indians, has either been or is to
be sold by the United States for the benefit of said Indians at not
less than $1.25 per acre. (See CONGRESSIONAL REcorp, 64th Cong.,
1st sess., vol, 53, pt. 3, p. 2204.) If any gratuities have therefore
been expended for sald Indians, these gratuities may be set off
against any clalm that the Indians have relating to the millions of
acres of land or thereof still held in trust for them.

The United States is amply protected. The conferees from the
Senate consequently insisted that the aforesald amendment of the
House relating to the setting off of gratuities be struck from the
bill, and your mansagers consented thereto.

WiLL. RoGErs,

A MURDOCK,

UsHER L, BURDICK,
Managers on the part of the House.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. HARLAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that after the reading of the Journal and completion of
matters on the Speaker’s desk on next Tuesday morning I
may be permitted to address the House for 15 minutes con-
cerning a petition now on the Speaker’s desk.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. SNELL. Reserving the right to object, what is the
petition about which the gentleman is going to speak?

Mr. HARLAN. A petition which was filed this afternoon,
changing the tariff rates on dairy products. i

Mr. BIERMANN. Reserving the right to object, Tuesday
is the day set apart for the consideration of the Private
Calendar. The Private Calendar has had very much the
worst of it this session and last session. I do not like to
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object to the request of the gentleman, and I shall not object
if he makes it for any other day, but on Tuesday I am con-
strained to object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. CULKIN, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp, and include a short
letter from the Milk Producers Confederation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

THE UNFAIRNESS OF RECIPROCAL-TRADE AGREEMENTS TO AMERICAN
INDUSTRY AND LABOR

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CrowTHER] may have permission to extend his own remarks
by printing an address he made last night over the radio.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Speaker, under the leave fo extend
my remarks in the Recorp, I include the following speech
which I made over the radio on February 27:

There are two fundamental reasons for the fallure of industry
to resume its normal activities. First, the fact that this admin-
istration’s monetary policy, including the devaluation of the dollar
by redugion of its gold content, has undermined confidence in
the business world and has developed reprisals in foreign coun-
tries exemplified by their depreciated currencies. If the dollar is
to remain at the point of 59.6 cents, then industry and capital will
adjust themselves to that level. But just so long as we have no
definite plan as to this procedure, capital will remain in the.
banks and industry will mark time. Those who have money to
invest in industrial enterprises will not enter that field with the
possibility of the dollar being reduced to say 49 cents at a date
of which nobody has knowledge.

The second reason for the slowing up of industry is the doubt
and uncertainty that exists during the star chamber proceedings |
out of which finally emerge the so-called trade agreements with
foreign countries. Manufacturers in the United States find them-
selves confronted with tariff reductions which may measure the
difference between success and failure of their respective indus-
tries. They are permitted a brief 5 or 10 monutes for an oral
presentation of their cases, and in addition to this the State
Department magnanimously permits them to file a brief. That
completes the so far as the American manufacturer is
concerned. During the period of consideration by the Hull-Sayre-
Grady forum, the American manufacturer and his employees, who
are vitally interested in continued employment, must mark time
and sweat blood until notice is served that the agreement has been
completed and 1s about to be signed, sealed, and delivered.

Under these circumstances what Incentive is there for industry
to expand its activities? The net result is that American manu-
facturers will purchase raw materials from hand to mouth. They
will produce on the same basis. In other words, they are compelled
to play safe. Hand-to-mouth purchase of raw materials, and the
same method of production, is not conducive to a restoration or
increase of employment; and if there is any one thing we need
more than jobs for American workers, the “brain trust” has not
yet discovered it.

These trade agreements are in a sense a revival of the reciprocity
policy to which the Republican Party was committed in 1911, when
the Canadian reciprocity bill was being considered. But the Re-
publican notion of reciprocity differed very materially from the
policy now being adopted by the New Deal administration. Just
what the Republican policy was is best determined quoting from
the spokesman of that period. The Honorable arles Emory
Bmith had this to say: “The prineciple is axiomatic. Brazil grows
coffee and makes no machinery. We make machinery, but grow no
coffee. Brazil needs fabrics of our factories and forges and we
need the fruits of her tropical soll. We agree to concessions for
her coffee and she agrees to concessions for our machinery, That
is reciprocity.”

Our Democratic friends refer frequently to the late President
McKinley and his advocacy of reciprocity. Now is a good time to
quote exactly what McKinley sald in his inaugural address on the
subject. In speaking of reciprocal relations with other countries
he made this clear and convincing statement: “The end in view
always to be the opening up of new markets for the products of
our country by granting concessions to the products of other lands
that we need and cannot produce ourselves, and which do not in-
volve any loss of labor to our own people, but tend rather to
increase their employment.”

That is the type of reciprocity that I stand for and it is what the
Republican Party stands for. Granting tariff concessions on such
materials and commodities as are not ralsed or produced in our
own country, and that will not jecpardize our workers' pay enve=

, has all the earmarks of & common-sense policy. .

The dist Secretary of State insists, however, that the
policy must be broader than that and that in addition the most-
favored-nations agreement must prevail, thus gradually bringing
about a complete reduction in the tariff rates not only to the nation
with whom the agreement is made but making these reduced rates
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available to all other nations with whom we have signed treaties on
that basis. At the present moment the reduced rates are not avail-
able to Germany and the Cuban rates are not applicable to other
countries,

Mr. S8amuel Crowther, in a recent study of the Cuban trade agree-
ment, finds that we had an increase in Cuban trade amounting to
80 percent in 1934, and he proceeds to analyze the facts in the case.
I quote:

“Now let us look at the other side of the ledger and discover how
much the American people had to dig out of their pockets in order
to make a $20,000,000 sale. Neither the State Department nor the
Department of Commerce presents any figures on the cost of getting
the business. They are concerned only with gross sales and not at
all with the cost of making sales, Here is what the new business
cost:

The President, by an order effective June B, 1934, reduced the
duty on Cuban raw sugar from 2 to 1.5 cents per pound. The
trade agreement made a further reduction of 0.9 cent. In return
for this concession, Cuba reduced duties on a number of American
products., In 1933 we sold goods to Cuba in the amount of $25,-
093,000, and in 1934 we sold to the amount of $45,355,000—
and of this, we sold $17,614,000 between September, when the treaty
took effect, and the end of the year. A considerable portion of the
Cuban exports of sugar—that is, 1,100,000 tons of raw and about
200,000 tons of refined—was held until after the treaty went into
effect and paid duty at the new rate. This involved a loss of
duties as between the new and the old tariff rates amounting to
$32,323,000.

When the treaty went into effect about half a million tons were
in American bonded warehouses and presumably had been bought
at world prices. But another factor entered. The A. A. A. in its
wisdom had fixed quotas for both domestic and foreign producers
of sugar and the Cubans had cannily held off most of their exports
to this country, not only until after the treaty date, but also until
the other quotas were exhausted.

Therefore, they found themselves, not at all by accident, with a
monopoly right to supply this country with sugar. Their average
price to the world during the September-December 1934 period was
0.8 cent per pound f. 0. b. Cuba. Their price to the United States
under the monopoly given them by the A. A. A. was 1.97 cents per
pound f. o. b. Cuba.

They engineered for themselves a present of 1.17 cents per
pound, or more than $15000,000. Adding this donation to the
amount lost in duties makes a total of more than $47,000,000.

This is the sum that the American people pald In order to pro-
mote an additional gross export business of not over $20,000,000.

Taking the loss of dutles and the additional price of sugar, the
new tax laid upon the American people for the privilege of doing
business with Cuba in the present year, therefore, will amount to
more than $80,000,000.

This may be Yankee horse trading, but if it is, the Yankees are
speaking Spanish.

The public is led to believe, as the result of widely distributed
propaganda, that we must permit the entry of forelgn merchan-
dise in order that European nations may be enabled to pay us
what they owe. I hope the American people will not be deceived
by this implication. There is no relativity between these trade
agreements and the vast sums that we loaned to these foreign
nations. They still owe us the money we loaned them in the war
period and they still refuse to liquidate that debt. The New
Deal trade agreements have not changed that situation.

May I call your attention to the fact that under the existing
law the President issued an order very recently making the re-
duced rates in the several trade agreements so far entered into
available to all other countries, 77 of them. “Count 'em"—
So you see that many nations with whom we have no agreements
or treaties will benefit by these reductions and are giving ns
nothing in return. At this point I desire to state that in my
opinion the Reciprocal Tariff Act is unconstitutional. No such
unfettered delegation of legislative powers appears in any of the
tariff acts, and upon the principles repeatedly declared by the
Supreme Court of the United States the statute appears to me
to be more vulnerable than N. R. A.

In the recently adopted trade agreement with Switzerland ma-
terial reducticns were made on dyestuffs and on watches and
clocks. In view of the fact that Switzerland now supplies 55
percent of our watch requirements, a reduction of the tariff was
entirely unwarranted. We had at one time 40 watch factories in
the United States, employing several thousand people making
high-grade watches. Today we have but three left—the Elgin,
Waltham, and Hamilton.

The pottery industry is another wvictim of excessive imports,
especially from Japan. For a long period of years the American
pottery and tableware industry has struggled to hold one-half of
the business here in our own country. Japan is dumping into
the American market millions of dozens of pottery cups, saucers,
plates, etc.,, without the slightest hindrance by the administration
or any of its agencies. It seems that the idea is furthered that
somehow or other Japan is a blessing in disguise.

During 1934 Japan sent to our shores 8,624,958 dozen pleces of
ware competing with domestic production. The American potters’
output for that year was 23,000,000 dozens. Japanese imports, you
see, were 38 perc:nt of our total production, and the figures for
1935 will be approximately the same., Japanese cotton floor rugs
are imported in tremendous quantities, and they displace the use
of thousands of square yards of fine wool rugs that can be made in
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this country and that are equal in design and wearing qualities to
the widely advertised orientals.

The recent Canadian trade agreement will create havoc and loss,
especially to our dairy farmers who are located in the northern
border States. These so-called trade agreements may well be classi-
fled among the fantastic experiments of the New Deal,

The New Deal administration browbeats industry because they
are not absorbing the prevalent unemployment, and then they
proceed by this iniquitous tariff-reduction policy to cripple domes-
tie producers by permitting their market to be sacrificed to cheap
foreign producers. What a travesty on common sense.

I wonder if any of my listeners believe that you can restore em-
ployment to American workmen by making it easier for European
manufactured goods to come into the country?—goods made by
low-priced labor, peon labor, and child labor. This administration
shouts from the hilltops its good-neighbor policy with the world.
Why not begin the good-neighbor policy at home, help some of
the jobless 10 millions by encouraging American industry to expand
and go forward, rather than hamstring it by Increasing competition
of the orientals and Europeans who are boring in day and night to
secure the finest market in the world? There is a way for us all
to help the good-neighbor policy. Let's buy goods made in the
United States of America. You not only secure fine merchandise
Pm you are helping to buy a job for an American workman. Think
t over.

THE LATE COL. HENRY LATROBE ROOSEVELT

Mr. HANCOCK of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that I may address the House for 2 minutes
to pay a tribute to a great American, Col. Henry Latrobe
Roosevelt. i

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. HANCOCK of New York. Mr. Speaker, the whole Na-
tion was saddened by the news of the death of Col. Henry
Latrobe Roosevelt last Saturday evening. Nowhere was his
death more sincerely mourned than in the beautiful little
village of Skaneateles, where he made his home.

His fellow townsmen knew him as a kindly, genial, and
generous friend and neighbor. They took pride in his dis-
tinguished career.

A member of an illustrious family, Colonel Roosevelt added
luster to his family name. His first love was the Navy, and
it was his last. As a boy he attended the Naval Academy,
and when the Spanish-American War broke out he became
an officer in the marines. He served with the Marine Corps
during two wars and in several foreign expeditions with
filedity and distinction.

After the World War the requirements of his growing
family made it necessary for him to enter the more lucrative
field of business, but when he was tendered the position of
Assistant Secretary of the Navy he gladly accepted. I have
heard him say there is no position he would rather hold. He
served happily, joyously, for his heart was in his work.

During much of the past 3 years he has been Acting Secre-
tary of the Navy, and the strain of the double burden doubt-
less hastened his death.

If he could speak to us now, I am sure he would comfort us
by assuring us that he has no regrets, that he does not
begrudge a moment of the service and devotion he gave so
freely to the country he loved.

Mrs. KEAHN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for one-half minute to add my personal tribute to
what has been said by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Hawncock].

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mrs. KAHN. Mr. Speaker, Colonel Roosevelt, whom I have
known for many, many years, was an ideal gentleman, a great
soldier, an outstanding public servant, and, above all, a loyal
friend. He lived up to his high principles and to his ideals.
He was kind, just, noble. What more can one say of a friend?

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the correspondence with the President and the Secretary of
the Interior, referred to by me in my remarks on the forest
and trails provision of the Department of Agriculture ap-
propriation bill, may be included with my remarks and
appear at that point.




CONGRESSIONAL

3008

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Idaho?

Mr, TABER. Mr. Speaker, I object.

THE LATE JOSHUA W. ALEXANDER

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for 2 minutes to make an announcement with
reference to the death of a former Member of this House.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr, COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, the Honorable Joshua W.
Alexander, in his eighty-fifth year, died at his home in Gal-
latin, Mo., last night. He was a courageous public servant
who entered public life in 1876, and those of us who were
fortunate to know him are deeply ‘affected by his passing.

While my acquaintance with him dates back 25 years, still,
Mr. Speaker, as you served side by side with him for 12 years
in this body you no doubt had a more intimate acquaintance
with him than did I. That he was a man of outstanding in-
tellect, devoted to his duty, everyone will agree. He started
at the bottom of the ladder and ended his public career in
the President’s Cabinet.

Judge Alexander was twice elected mayor of Gallatin, and
while holding other elective offices was for 21 years a mem-
ber of the board of education of the Gallatin school district.
In 1876 he was elected public administrator and was re-
elected to that position. Two years later found him a mem-
ber of the Missouri Legislature. He was made chairman of
the appropriations committee in 1882 and in 1884 was
elected speaker of the house. From 1901 until 1907 he was
a circuit judge, resigning that position to accept his seat in
the Sixtieth Congress. He served in succeeding Congresses,
including the Sixty-sixth, and then was named Secretary
of Commerce by President Wilson. He bhad long been a
member of the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries, was its chairman for 10 years, handling all the im-
portant legislation that came from that committee during
the period of the World War. Judge Alexander was the rep-
resentative of this House, named by President Wilson, on the
United States Commission to the International Conference
on Safety of Life at Sea, being chairman of the United
States commission that sat in London, England, during 1913
and 1914,

Judge Alexander was born in Cincinnati in 1852. His
father died when he was but 7 years of age. His mother
brought him to Missouri at the age of 10 and, with the
exception of the period he was in Washington, he remained
there until his death. He was married to the daughter of
the late Judge Samuel A. Richardson in 1876 and to this
union were born four sons and three daughiers. Four sur-
viving children were with him at the time of his death;
two others, Federal Judge George Alexander, of Alaska, and
Preston Alexander, of this city, were on the way to their
father’s bedside. On February 3 the Judge and Mrs. Alex-
ander celebrated their sixtieth wedding anniversary and her
seventy-seventh birthday.

A long and honorable career was brought to a close with
the passing of our friend. No history of my State will be
complete without a chapter of the public service of the
deceased. His loss is irreparable, especially to the family
that he loved so well.

Mr. Speaker, we have lost a friend and the Nation has
lost an able, honest, and courageous public servant.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mrs. NORTON, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the Subcommittee on Education of the Committee on
the District of Columbia may sit during the sessions of the
House on Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Speaker, after conference with the

gentleman from Iowa, I ask unanimous consent that on

RECORD—HOUSE FEBRUARY 28

Wednesday next, after the reading of the Journal and the
disposition of business on the Speaker’s table, I may be per-
mitted to address the House for 15 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 2 minutes.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I object.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to
Mr, LamseTH, for Monday, March 2, on account of public
business.

THE FEDERAL LAND-BANK SYSTEM CANNOT BE OF ANY USE TO THE
2,000,000 FARM HOMES NOW SUBJECT TO FORECLOSURE

Mr. BURDICK. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REcorb.

‘The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, going into more detail here
than I did in my speech on the floor of the House on February
27, 1936, I desire to assert and submit the proof that the
Federal land-bank system of the country has broken down,
so far as being able to help the 2,000,000 farm homes in
America now subject to foreclosure.

There are two principal reasons for this failure: First, the
values of farms have shrunken so greatly since the mortgages
were executed that under the rules, regulations, and the law,
commitments cannot now be made that can anywhere near
grant a loan to pay off the old loan. Regarding the shrink-
age in the value of farm lands, I desire to submit herewith
the following tables:

Value of farm lands

1919_ 8§79, 000, 000, 000
1920 LU L Fel 66, 316, 000, 000
1929 58, 000, 000, 000
1930 47, 880, 000, 000
1932___ 37, 0217, 000, 000
1033_ 30, 151, 000, 000
1934 31, 655, 000, 000

Farm-land values, by States, showing percentage of value
today as compared to the values in the pre-war period
1912-14.

The States are arranged in accordance with the lowest per-
centage of values, the first State named having the lowest
percentage of value of farm lands as compared to the pre-war
period:

Value in
e 1620

Percent | Percent

1. Bouth Dakota i 181
2. Missouri__... 58 167
3. Indiana 61 161
4, Hlinois_._ . 61 160
B O o e el S e 66 159
6 Jowa. -..oem 67 213
7. North Dakota i ~LcE: a7 145
8. Nebraska________.___.. 72 179
B R b W e e e e L e Lot T2 217
10, Kansas______ 73 151
11. Bouth Carolina_____ 78 230
12, West Virginia______ 8 154
13. Pennsylvania__ 70 140
14, Wi i = 82 171
15. Del: e TS e i g S A s T a LA S S AT L R 82 130
S O L e o g se 133
17. Minnesota_ 83 213
18. Michigan .- . _.._ 83 154
From the above tables it should be apparent to anyone

that when a debt was contracted on a farm in 1920 or 1925—
when the amount of farm mortgages reached the peak
point—those farms were valued at 170 percent, average, of
the pre-war period values. Today we are trying to make
loans on the same farms using a valuie of 70 percent of the
pre-war values. »

A farm valued in pre-war period at $5,000 had a value of
$8,500 when the loan was contracted. When we come now
to make a new loan to refinance the old, we discover that
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the value of the same farm is fixed at $3,500. On a valua-
tion of $8,500, 1920-25, a loan was made for 50 percent of
the value, or $4,250. The loan is past due, and we try to
refinance it through the Federal land bank. The appraisal
shows a value of only $3,500, or actually $1,000 less than the
face of the loan. On this new value we can make a loan—
if we are lucky—of 75 percent of the value, or $2,625. This
new loan lacks just $1,625 of being enough to pay the old
principal. Usually there is a large amount of unpaid taxes
and accumulated interest to be added to the principal. Re-
sult—the loan is turned down.

The second reason why the land banks fail to relieve the
farmer is because of the attitude of the Farm Credit Adminis-
tration and of the land banks themselves.

There is not any question but what the Farm Credit Ad-
ministration exercises absolute control over the policy and
the operation of the Federal land banks. Here is the testi-
mony of Governor Myers given before the Committee on
Agriculture of the House, 1936:

We have an examination division to be sure that their accounts
are in proper order and that everything is handled in the pest
businesslike manner.

We also assist the Federal land banks in solving various other
problems that they have. For instance, as the volume of business
has gone down they have reduced the number of their employees.
And our personnel division has assisted them in working out the
hest personnel procedure in order to keep the most competent em-
ployees in the organization.

We do not make the loans, but if we thought a mistake had been
made we would ask them to review it, and if we thought their
policies were unsound we would ask them to review those policles.
(P. 938, hearings.)

With the authority over these land banks fixed in the Farm
Credit Administration let us see what the attitude of the
Farm Credit Administration is with respect to the relief of the
distressed farmer. Governor Myers says:

With the passing of the emergency, the Federal land banks are
not required to place as much stress on the making of loans and
are, therefore, enabled to give greater attention to collections and
real-estate operations.

The Federal land banks are giving special attentlon to the
problem of disposing of acquired real estate in an orderly and
efficlent manner. (P. 970, hearings.)

Asked in the committee if the amount in loans was being
reduced, Governor Myers stated:

They have been declining somewhat through the year. You
will see that it is about one-third of the amount of loans made
in 1934,

Questioned by Mr. TarvER, Governor Myers made the fol-
lowing response to the following question:

Mr. TarveEr. I presume it is the purpose of the Farm Credit
Administration to have the Federal land banks to meet that
legitimate demand (for loans).

Mr. MyErs. Yes, sir (p. 940, hearings).

From this testimony it is evident that the Governor of
the Farm Credit Administration thinks the emergency for
farm loans has passed. Is it no emergency for the 2,000,000
farmers who cannot be refinanced? Has the emergency
passed with them? Does Governor Myers take the position
that 10,000,000 people living on these 2,000,000 farm homes
are to be abandoned?

Answering TaArveER, Myers said it was the intention of the
Farm Credit Administration to have the Federal land banks
meet all legitimate demands. Does Governor Myers take
the position that these 2,000,000 farmer mortgages are not
legitimate?

No; the evidence is fixed and certain that the policy of
the Federal bank system has been properly announced by
Governor Myers when he said:

The Federal land banks are giving speclal attention to the
problem of disposing acquired real estate in an orderly and efficient
manner.

What real estate does he mean? He means the real estate
which the Federal land banks have acquired through fore-
closure, deed, and otherwise. The year 1935 was the banner
year in farm foreclosures for the Federal land-bank sys-
tem, and this happened because of the policy announced by
Governor Myers. Here is the record of those foreclosures:
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Foreclosures and acquisitions of properties by the Federal land
banls
7 Number of Total num-
Year “oﬁ'f’rﬁf" “ﬁ““lai]“"“s i oer ot
| by volun- |acquisitions operties
oreclosures tary deed Ix;rcqnired
71 4,718
413 7,790
1,389 11,408
952 7, 563
1,095 5,875
1,576 13, 028
The amount loaned by the Federal land banks in 1934 and

1935 are given in the following table. This huge reduction
came, no doubt, from the announced policy of the Federal
land banks given by Governor Mpyers and hereinbefore
quoted.

Farm Credit Administration—Ilcans and discounts advanced and

outstanding by institutions under the Farm Credit Administra-
tion for the years ended Dec. 31, 1934, and Dec. 31, 1935

Loans and dis- Loans and
Type n[lo:zlioand institu- stml#l“ otﬁtp Ig;:gguarﬁd I:ﬁ:ggu“rﬁd diwr.g:ﬁi' out-
n anding Dec. s ng
31, 1033 closed 1934 | closed 1935 | . 31, 1035
Farm mortgage loans:
Federal land banks.__|$1, 232, 706,802 | $739, 250, 321 | $252, 097, 255 1$2, 071,024, 721
Land bank com-
missioner....._.... 70,738, 462 | 553, 136, 316 | 106, 415, 440 794,725, 418
Total- o olocs 1, 303, 445, 264 |1, 202, 392, 637 | 440,412,704 | 2, 866, 651, 130

In the field the same attitude of the Federal land banks
is carried out to the letter. The attitude is to find some ex-
cuse for not making a loan. I now report a case from North
Dakota where a farmer had retired 40 percent of the mort-
gage and then asked for help. The Farm Credit Administra-
tion wrote in connection with this particular case the follow-
ing, among other things:

While there has been a large reduction in the mortgage indebted-
ness since the property was acquired, it is our understanding that

the money used for this purpose was derived from an inheritance
and not from the farm income.

Letter dated Washington, January 9, 1936.

If this farmer had in fact been honest enough to pay his
inheritance on this mortgage he therefore was a bad risk, and
so far as any assistance from the Federal land bank was con-
cerned he would have to get out and shift for himself. He
did this, and now his farm is under foreclosure. How do
you Members of Congress like this attitude?

Listen to these letters from North Dakota:

I recelved an approval of $1,400 in April 1934 after waiting for
several months, Before I could secure an agreement from the lien
holders to accept bonds in lleu of cash they canceled my applica-
tion. This action was a surprise to me after I had made my plans
for liquidating my debts. I had been put to considerable expense
in making my plans and securing consideration of my application.
I immediately asked for a reconsideration, but the loan was re-
jected. If the loan had been granted, I could haveé pald up all my
indebtedness and would have been in a position to make a living
for myself and family and my father and mother. As it is, my
husband had to go to Montana to get work. If he had remained
here and gone on relief, I am sure the loan would have been made.
We will soon lose this home now, and then what?

Yes; I repeat, “Then what?”
Another letter:

I received notice of intention to foreclose from the Federal
land bank in St. Paul February 6. I have 30 days to either pay
or make a settlement. I haven't any money and don't know
where to get any. Haven't had a crop for 6 years. I want to pay
up when I can and stay. I have lived here for 44 years, and I
have a son 22 years old who Is willing to stay with me on the
farm. I don't want relief, and my son Is getting discouraged.
What would you advise me to do?

What could I say to this old farmer? There was not
much I could say. I did, however, write him the following

letter:
WasHINGTON, February 18, 1936.
I received your letter of February 14 in regard to the fact that
they are about to foreclose on your land, and I'll do whatever I
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can with the Farm Credit Administration here to stop this un-
warranted procedure. I do not understand for the life of me how
they expect to get out of this depression if they throw self-
respecting farmers off their lands—men who don't want relief and
don't ask for it—and compel them to join the ranks of the unem-
ployed and the hungry. If this is the New Deal, I have had
enough of it.

There is no use quoting these letters further. I have them
here in stacks, and those above quoted are samples of them
all.

It should now be established beyond any reasonable doubt
that the Federal land banks have no intention of relieving
the millions of farms now in distress because of their in-
ability to be refinanced. I submit that this position has
been established.

Can this Congress adjourn and go home and leave these
millions defenseless? If you do not want to let us consider
the Frazier-Lemke bill for the sake of millions of distressed
people, consider some other bill—do anything—consider any
bill now before Congress or bring in a new bill; but do some-
thing except to listen to Governor Myers philosophize on the
policies of the Farm Credit Administration. Last year on the
floor of this House I exposed this Federal land-bank system,
and since then the situation has grown worse instead of bet-
ter. The following is what I said at that time:

How THE FEDERAL LAND BANK AT ST. LoUis OPERATES WITH FARMERS
oF THE NORTHWEST AND How THE PRESENT SYSTEM CANNOT RE-
LIEVE THE FARMERS

Monday, March 18, 1935
Mr. Burpick. Mr. Speaker:
FEDERAL LAND BANK, ST, PAUL, ESTABLISHED IN 1920
Present officers

Roy A. Nelson, president. Republican. BSouth Dakota banker
formerly connected with Northwest National Bank of Minneapolis,
member Northwest Bank Corporation, former receiver Southern Min-
neapolis Joint Stock Land Bank.

Frank G. Wanek, vice president and secretary. Republican;
Hoover appointee. Secretary from 1928 to 1933. Now vice president.
Chain banker.

G. 8. Gordhamer, vice president and treasurer. Banker; Re-
publican. Chain banker.

F. H. Elawon was director and president from 1828 to 1834, but
on the demands of thousands of complaints coming from North
Dakota, Klawon was removed as president, and Roy A. Nelson tock
his place. Klawon was a banker connected with the Minneapolis
and St. Paul chain-bank ring. A Republican.

Being requested to resign, we lost sight of Klawon for about 24
hours. When the smoke of complaint cleared, we find him com-
placently sitting behind the desk of the president of the inter-
mediate credit bank, just across the street, where he still remains,
entrenched through the power of the Twin City chain-bank ring.

There were, of course, other directors, but they were scattered
around the country. All bankers and all Republicans, but who
were not actively engaged In the business.

The complaints against the bank still come in and the maln
complaint is that, no matter what the interest rate is, even if it
were as low as the rate in the Frazier-Lemke bill, still the Federal
land bank would not serve the farmers generally. It is manned
by too many bankers, and by those whose reactionary tendencies
render them quite incapable of rendering a service that is impera-
tive and ni .

I have not made an investigation of the countless army of field
men, attorneys, and appraisers, but this I do know, that a great
many of these men are “busted bankers" of the Northwest,

In the period from May 1, 1933, to December 31, 1934, the num-
ber of farm-loan applications from North Dakota alone to this
bank was 41,759. Of this number only 13,377 land-bank loans
were made, or 32 percent. -

Seventeen thousand two hundred and sixty loans were converted
into commissioners’ loans, which required chattel security and
crop security. Eleven thousand one hundred and twenty-two
farmers from North Dakota were turned away, not receiving any
help from elther the bank or the commissioner,

In addition to this it must be remembered that of the loans
actually made, all on an average were reduced 26 percent. In
other words, of the original land-loan applications made by farm-
ers only 74 percent of them were not reduced, and of this 74
percent considered only 32 percent were made by the bank. This
leaves the percentage of loans made on the original applications
only 26.88 percent.

In all, only $73,567,000 was loaned in North Dakota by both the
Federal land bank and the commissioners. The farm indebtedness
on land in North Dakota is three hundred million, nearly, if not
all, of which is due. There is still needed two hundred and
twenty-seven million to take up the debt. It cannot be had, and
that is the reason why we have had to resort to holiday-associa-
tion activity and secure State-wide moratoriums against fore-
closures. ;

The financing of farms under the present Federal land-bank
plan means in North Dakota, if all loans were made by the bank,
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an annual interest charge of $18,000,000. Under the Frazier-Lemke
plan the annual interest charge would be on $4,500,000 and princi-
pal payments of $4,500,000, or a saving of $9,000,000 per year, and
with the further security that as the annual payments were made,
the whole debt would be wiped out at the end of the loan period.
In 47 years—the loan period under the Frazier-Lemke bill—the
farmers would make a saving of $423,000,000, and besides, the debt
would be fully paid at the end of the period. Under the Federnl
land-bank plan in 47 years the farmers in North Dakota would
have pald in interest alone $846,000,000, and they would still owe
the debt of $300,000,000 besides.

The net difference would be, for North Dakota alone, $723,000,000,
or nearly two and one-half times the amount of the present
indebtedness.

Could the farmers of North Dakota buy anything with this seven
hundred and twenty-three milllon? Would they become customers
again in the trade channels? Would they buy manufactured prod-
ucti ;rom the East and South? Would men who have no work find
Wor,

Let each Congressman apply these figures to his own State and
thus 1determjne what can be done by a change in our system of
farm loans.

Any Congressman, who knowing the situation these dis-
tressed farmers are in, will agree to adjourn this Congress
and leave them at the mercy of the mortgagees who demand
their “pound of flesh”, under the Constitution, is guilty of
neglect of duty.

Just how do you expect to thin the ranks of the unem-
ployed if you drive a farm population of 10,000,000 into
the cities and villages to swell the number of those who
cannot now find employment? Will relief end? I submit
to you that we are “fiddling while Rome burns.”

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that when the House adjourns today it adjourn to meet at
noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signature to an enrolled bill
of the Senate of the following title:

S.3780. An act to promote the conservation and profitable
use of agricultural land resources by temporary Federal aid
to farmers and by providing for a permanent policy of Fed-
eral aid to States for such purposes.

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee did on this day present to the
President, for his approval, a bill of the House of the follow-
ing title:

H.R. 9062. An act authorizing a preliminary examination
of the Esopus Creek and its tributaries of Birch, Bushnelville,
Woodland, Warner Bushkill, and Beaverkill Creeks; Sawkill,
Rondout, and Neversink Creeks, Ulster County; Schoharie
and Catskill Creeks, Greene County; Neversink, Beaverkill,
East Branch of Delaware, Willowemoe, and Lackawack
Rivers, Sullivan County; Schoharie Creek and its tributaries,
Schoharie County, all located in the State of New York, with
a view to the controlling of floods.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 35
minutes p. m.) the House, pursuant to its previous order,
adjourned until Monday, March 2, 1936, at 12 o'clock noon.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT,

Mr. SOMERS of New York: Committee on Coinage,
Weights, and Measures. H., R. 11323. A bill to authorize
the coinage of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the
three hundredth anniversary of the founding of the first
settlement on Long Island, N. Y.; without amendment (Rept.
No. 2108). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. GREEVER: Committee on the Public Lands. S.3761.
An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to patent
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certain land to the town of Wamsutter, Wyo.; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2109). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union,

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH: Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency. S. 3998. An act to enable the Commodity Credit
Corporation to better serve the farmers in orderly market-
ing, and to provide credit and facilities for carrying sur-
pulses from season to season; without amendment (Rept.
No. 2110). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. BEITER: Committee on War Claims. S, 2268. An
act for the relief of Bausch & Lomb Optical Co.; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2111), Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE
Under clause 2 of rule XXII, the Committee on Invalid
Pensions was discharged from the consideration of the bill
(H. R. 11013) granting a pension to Fannie Conrad, and the
same was referred to the Committee on Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BREWSTER: A bill (H. R. 11522) to amend the
charter of the National Union Insurance Co. of Washington
in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr. DEMPSEY: A bill (H. R. 11523) to further extend
the period of time during which final proof may be offered
by homestead and desert-land entrymen; to the Committee
on the Public Lands.

By Mr. DIRKSEN: A bill (H. R. 11524) to provide for the
refund of interest paid by veterans on loans secured by ad-
justed-service certificates, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McGROARTY: A bill (H. R. 11525) to provide re-
tirement pay to former officers of the Army, Navy, and Ma-
rine Corps of the United States, other than officers of the
Regular Army, Navy, or Marine Corps, who incurred physical
disability in line of duty in the service of the United States
during the World War; to the Committee on World War
Veterans’ Legislation.

By Mr. RAYBURN: A bill (H. R. 11528) to provide for the
continuation of trading in unlisted securities upon national
securities exchanges; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. RANKIN (by request): A bill (H. R. 11527) to
amend paragraph V of part I, Veterans’ Regulations No. 2
(a), Public Law No. 2, Seventy-third Congress; to the Com-
mittee on World War Veterans' Legislation.

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 11528) providing time for
the filing of suit in cases where claims under a contract of
yearly renewable term insurance has been disallowed by the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation.

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 11529) to define the term
“widow” under the Veterans’ Regulations, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation.

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 11530) providing for the
payment of compensation due to disappeared veterans; to the
Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation.

Also, a bill (H. R. 11531) to amend subparagraph (f) of
paragraph I, Veterans’ Regulation No. 11, Public Law No. 2,
Seventy-third Congress; to the Committee on World War
Veterans’ Legislation.

By Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 11532) to
amend the Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933 by in-
cluding the Cumberland River and its basin within the pro-
visions of the act, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Military Affairs,
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By Mr. HAINES: A bill (H. R, 11533) to authorize the
coinage of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the seventy-
fifth anniversary of the Battle of Gettysburg; to the Com-
mittee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures.

By Mr. GILLETTE: A bill (H. R. 11534) declaring process-
ing taxes on basic agricultural commodities collected by proe-
essors under the provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, as amended, and proclamations issued thereunder, and
not paid into the United States Treasury, to be trust funds,
and providing for reporting and paying same into the Treas-
ury of the United States, and providing certain rules of
evidence with reference to such trust funds, their collection,
and disposition, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. BUCKLER of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 11535) to
enable consumers and farmers to recover from processors
the amounts of processing taxes which were passed on by
the processors to such consumers and farmers but which have
now been turned over to the processors by the courts; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MOTT: A bill (H. R. 11536) to provide $25,000 for
the restoring and preserving of the home of Dr. John Mec-
Loughlin at Oregon City, Oreg.; to the Committee on the
Public Lands.

By Mr. PETERSON of Florida: A bill (H. R. 11537) for the
improvement of St. Petersburg Harbor, Fla.; to the Commit-
tee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. LEA of California: A bill (H, R. 11538) for the
relief of the Orland reclamation project, California; to the
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation.

By Mr. McGROARTY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 506) to
abolish the Bureau of Indian Affairs, to abolish the Office of
Commissioner of Indian Affairs, to create an Indian Emanci-
pation Commission, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Indian Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CANNON of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 11539) granf-
ing an increase of pension to Martin O. Larsen; to the Com-~
mittee on Pensions.

By Mr. CRAVENS: A bill (H. R. 11540) for the relief of
Enoch F. Liles; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. DIES: A bill (H. R, 11541) granting an increase of
pension to John H. Hardy; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH: A bill (H. R. 11542) for the
relief of Cecil Lodge, No. 125, Ancient Free and Accepted
Masons; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. GUYER: A bill (H. R. 11543) granting an in-
crease of pension to Elizabeth J. Winklepleck; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOPE: A hill (H. R. 11544) granting an increase
of pension to Mary E. Stout; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. JACOBSEN: A bill (H. R. 11545) for the relief of
Ada Mary Tornau; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. KLLOEB: A bill (H. R. 11546) granting a pension
to Effie P. Chiles; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MALONEY: A bill (H. R. 11547) granting a pen-
sion to Rose Anderson; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. MITCHELL of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 11548) to
provide for the issuance of a license to practice the healing
art in the District of Columbia to Dr. Clarence Q. Pair; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. MOTT: A bill (H. R. 11549) authorizing and
directing the Secretary of the Treasury to reimburse Malinda
J. Mast and William Lee Mast for the losses sustained by
them by reason of the negligence of an employee of the
Civilian Conservation Corps; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr, TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 11550) for
the relief of Frank Stirk Hailey; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr, THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 11551) granting a pension
to Helen E. Broughton; to the Committee on Pensions,
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By Mr. VINSON of Eentucky: A bill (H. R. 11552) grant-
ing a pension to Lettie Creed; to the Commitee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
leid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

10323. By Mr. CRAWFORD: Petition of 20 residents of
Shiawassee County, relative to the issuance of currency; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

10324. By Mr. GOODWIN: Petition of Schwenk’s Bakery,
Kingston, N. Y., protesting against substitute taxes in lieu
of the processing tax; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

10325. By Mr. HALLECK: Petition of the Ladies’ Auxiliary
of the Young Men's Christian Association, Lafayefte, Ind.,
requesting early hearings on bills now pending in Congress
relating to the motion-picture industry and the distribution
of motion-picture films; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

10326. By Mr. HAINES: Resolution adopted by the
Woman's Christian Temperance Union, of Franklin County,
Pa., and containing 37 signers, urging enactment of House
bill 8739; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

10327. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of William Moran,
president, National Union for Social Justice, Third Congres-
sional District, New York, concerning the Frazier-Lemke bill;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

10328. Also, petition of Towns & James, Inc., Brooklyn,
N. Y., concerning the Patman-Robinson bill; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

10329. By Mr. WERNER: Petition of patrons of star route
no. 59161, from Whitewood to Spearfish, S. Dak., favor-
ing the enactment of legislation to indefinitely extend exist-
ing star-route contracts and increase the compensation
thereon to an equal basis with that paid for other forms of
mail transportation; to the Committtee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

10330. Also, petition of patrons of star route no. 59124,
from Meadow to Athboy, 8. Dak., favoring the enactment
of legislation to indefinitely extend existing star-route con-
tracts and increase the compensation thereon to an equal
basis with that paid for other forms of mail transportation;
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

10331. By Mr. WOOD: Petition of 30 citizens of Greene
and Polk Counties, Mo., requesting enactment of legislation
to extend all existing star-route contracts and increase the
compensation thereon; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

10332. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Tennessee Lum-
ber, Millwork & Supply Dealers’ Association; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

10333. Also, petition of Club No. 1, of Pensacola, Fla.; to
the Committee on Rules.

10334. Also, petition of the Nebraska Home Owners’ Asso-
ciation; to the Committee on Labor.

SENATE

MonNDAY, MARCH 2, 1936
The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.
THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. Roeinsow, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calen-
dar day Thursday, February 27, 1936, was dispensed with,
and the Journal was approved.
MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages in writing from the President of the United

States were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one
of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Haltigan, one of its reading clerks, announced that the

House had passed a bill (H. R. 11418) making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture and for the Farm Credit
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Administration for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1937, and
for other purposes, in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed
his signature to the enrolled bill (H. R. 7147) authorizing a
preliminary examination of the San Gabriel and Los Angeles
Rivers and their tributaries; to include both drainage basins
and their outlets, in Los Angeles County, Los Angeles, Calif.,
with a view to the controlling of floods, and it was signed by
the Vice President.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. ROBINSON. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Connally Eeyes Radeliffe
Ashurst Coolidge King Reynolds
Austin Costigan Lewlis Robinson
Bachman Couzens Logan Russell

Balley Dickinson Lonergan Schwellenbach
Barbour Dieterich McAdoo Sheppard
Barkley Don MeGill Bmith
Benson Duffy McKellar Steiwer

Bilbo Fletcher McNary Thomas, Okla.
Black Frazier Maloney Thomas, Utah
Borah George Metcalf Townsend
Brown Gerry Minton Trammell
Bulkley Gibson Moore Truman
Bulow Glass Murphy Tydings
Burke Gore Murray Vandenberg
Byrd Guffey Neely Van Nuys
Byrnes Hale Norbeck ‘Wagner
Capper Harrison Norrie Walsh
Caraway Hastings O'Mshoney Wheeler
Carey Hatch Overton White
Chavez Hayden Pittman

Clark Johnson Fope

Mr. DIETERICH. I announce that my colleague the
senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis] is unavoidably
detained from the Senate.

Mr. ROBINSON. I announce that the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr, BankHEAD] is absent because of illness, and that
the Senaftor from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Bonel, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr, Hortl, and the Senator from Louisiana [Mrs,
Lowng] are unavoidably detained from the Senate.

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce that the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Davis] and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
SHIPSTEAD] are necessarily absent from the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

SIGNING OF AN ENROLLED EILL DURING RECESS

The VICE PRESIDENT, Eighty-six Senators have an-
granted by the Senate on the 27th ultimo, he signed, on
Friday, February 28, 1936, the enrolled bill (S. 3780) to
promote the conservation and profitable use of agricultural
land resources by temporary Federal aid to farmers and by
providing for a permanent policy of Federal aid to States
for such purposes, said bill having previously been signed
by the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

COMMITTEE REPORT FILED DURING RECESS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Secretary of the Senate, which was read and
ordered to lie on the table, as follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE,

Washington, March 2, 1936.
To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE:

Under the order of the Senate of the 27th ultimo, Mr. HAYDEN,
from the Committee on Appropriations, filed with me, as Secre-
tary of the Senate, on February 20, 1938, the bill (H. R. 106830)
making appropriations for the Department of the Interior for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1937, and for other purposes, with
amendments and an accompanying report (no., 1615).

Very truly yours,
Epwin A, Hausey, Secretary.
PRICE DISCRIMINATION—NOTICE BY SENATOR LOGAN

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, I should like to give notice
that tomorrow, as soon as I can obtain recognition after the
Senate convenes, I wish to discuss for a while the provisions
of Senate bill 3154, known as the Robinson price-discrimina-
tion bill,
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